ATQN 
SEZIONE LINGUISTICA 


QUADERNI 
III 


ISTITUTO UNIVERSITARIO ORIENTALE DI NAPOLI 


QUADERNI DELLA SEZIONE LINGUISTICA DEGLI ANNALI 


a cura di Walter Belardi 


IH 


O. SZEMERÉNYI 


SYNCOPE 
IN GREEK AND INDO-EUROPEAN 
AND 
THE NATURE OF INDO-EUROPEAN ACCENT 


NAPOLI 1964 


MANUI LEUMANN 
LUSTRUM DECIMUM QUINTUM CONDENTI 
CUIUS DOCTRINA 
OPUS HOC FERE TOTUM NITITUR 
GRATO ANIMO ET AFFECTU 
D.D.D. 
AUTOR 


SYNCOPE 
IN GREEK AND INDO-EUROPEAN 
AND 
THE NATURE OF INDO-EUROPEAN ACCENT 


BY 


OSWALD SZEMERÉN VI 


Professor of Comparative Philology in the University of London 


NAPLES 1964 


CONTENTS 


Pages 
PVC ACE a: tds Ch Be A ie oe a MR ee a IX—X 
POOV CULATIONS: ugue uL OW up Uh he ee d E XI—XV 
Introduction . . . AR . 9x5 DEENEN 1—2 
Chapter I. — Loss of f oru ... . . , + + + + x` 3—100 
Chapter II. — Loss of eoro . .. .. ...... I01-257 
Chapter III. — The conditions of syncope and the na- 
ture of pitch accent. . . . . . . . . 258-283 
Chapter IV. — Further Greek syncopes and cases of 
syncope in Indo-European . . . . . . 284-402 
BOSE x uu xxu wu s 3 Lu + + + + ue Wee 4O3-4O4. 
Addenda . . . . . . .. oe % ët ue e BS o oe dus GEES 
Index . . . ... CT" DIT. 
Passages of Greek authors discussed . . . . . . . . 429 


PREFACE 


It seems generally agreed today that the vocalism of pre- 
Hellenistic Greek was unusually stable. The inherited forms, 
and even the newly acquired words, were with ‘admirable te- 
nacity preserved — as far as their vocalism was concerned; the 
consonantal system is admitted to have undergone revolutionary 
changes. This privileged position of the vowel-system is ascribed 
to the pitch-accent which allegedly is incompatible with the 
kind of vowel-loss known from languages all over the world. 

The aim of the present study is to show that this doctrine 
is untenable. In a considerable number of instances pre—Helle- 
nistic Greek suffered vowel-losses which can only be described as 
syncopes of the well-known type. If this is true, we must change 
our views concerning the characteristics of a so-called pitch- 
accent. We must admit that under certain favourable circum- 
stances syncope can occur even in languages with a pitch-accent. 
This conclusion has repercussions on Indo-European itself, and 
an attempt has been made to show that some of the best known 
and most important terms of the parent language also exhibit 
this ‘impermissible’ feature. 

In April 1961 I had the privilege of reading a paper summa- 
rizing my first observations at the Oriental Institute of Naples and 
at the University of Milan, and I should like to take this oppor- 
tunity of expressing my gratitude for the hospitality extended to me 
during my stay by Professors Vittore Pisani and Walter Belardi, and 
their colleagues, among them that fine investigator of Greek prose, 
Dr. Carla Schick, who has since succumbed to the latest menace to 
the life of human beings at the height of their intellectual powers. 
The original paper was brief, and for that reason it could not 
go into all the ramifications of the problem pursued. When it 
came to formulating my views on the various matters discussed, 
I found that its volume was increasing at an alarming rate, and 
the date of its completion was constantly receding. In fact it 
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was only some two years later, in March 1963, that I could com- 
plete a study that had started as a brief paper but had grown 
into a long monograph. It gives me particular pleasure to express 
my heartfelt gratitude to Professor Walter Belardi for his readi- 
ness to publish this study in the series edited by the Oriental 
Institute with such signal success *. 

I can only hope that the great scholar, to whose method 
I owe so much, will derive some pleasure from this study humbly 
dedicated to him. 


London, 6 February 1964 Oswald Szemerényi 


* Final additions, especially of a bibliographical nature, are appended 
in the Addenda. The text or the foot-notes refer to them with Add. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Archaic and Classical Greek accent is generally agreed to 
have been a pitch-accent. It is also generally agreed that, even 
if there was a dynamic component, it was too weak to have any 
effect on the phonetic shape of the word, it was, in particular, 
unable to produce the kind of change that is familiar from English 
butler (Middle English buteler), German gesalbt, shortened from 
Old High German gisalbdt, or Latin dexter from earlier *deksiteros. 
Nevertheless, it is admitted that loss of a vowel is found even in 
languages with a predominantly musical accent. But, it is said, 
such losses are found only in words that are unaccented in the 
sentence, i.e. in auxiliary words. Such loss does not therefore 
imply or prove a dynamic element in the accent of the language 
concerned. 

I do not wish to enter at this stage on the fundamental 
problem whether the various statements usually made about 
musical and dynamic accents (or pitch- and stress-accents) can 
be maintained today. As is known, recent research has tended 
to throw doubts on this old and strict distinction of accent-types, 
even though it has so far been impossible to replace the earlier 
views by a new system which could command general assent. 
We shall have to discuss the new results to some extent later on. 
But for the present it seems more advisable to examine the evidence 
of some Indo-European languages, primarily of Greek, in order 
to see whether it bears out the communis opinio referred to above. 

We shall find that, in a considerable number of examples, 
Classical and Archaic Greek clearly show loss of various vowels, 
especially those of high— and mid-position. The material for the 
loss of z or z is set out in Chapter I, while loss of e or o is 
examined in Chapter II. It then becomes imperative to investi- 
gate in Chapter III the conditions under which such syncopes 
occur and to draw the necessary conclusions concerning the nature 
of Early Greek accent. Since the Greek accent of that period 
was undoubtedly of the quality inherited from Indo-European, 
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we shall have to ask whether similar losses can, or must, be admitted 
for Indo-European also, a question that will lead in Chapter IV to 
interesting insights into the structure of important elements of 
the Indo-European vocabulary, particularly the kinship terms. 

I have tried to base my findings on the fullest possible evidence. 
Problems of word-formation will inevitably loom large. But in 
order to work with facts in a living context, not mere dictionary 
entries, it will often be unavoidable to pursue a quarry beyond the 
first point of contact. It is however hoped that the discussion 
will not only prove of greater intrinsic interest but will also enable 
us to draw our conclusions after a full consideration of all the 
manifold facets of a given problem, in full knowledge of their 
inevitability. 


There is, first of all, a number of words in which the high 
vowels (iju) were lost either during the historical period or some 
time before. 


I) The verb ‘ to go’ uses in the non-present tenses the IE 
root *Jeudh-, Gk. šxXgu9—. From it are formed the perfect &AfjAu9a t, 
the future £Aebcouxt ? and, of course, the aorist HAvdov. The 
aorist shows a striking peculiarity in Homer: fAu9ov appears 
only in the indicative; even there, it has a variant 790v, and the 
moods show only the stem-form &A9—: subj. Ado, opt. Bou, 
impv. EM, inf. àA9éuev[éA96uevos, part. Atav, After Homer, the 
variant }Avdov is eliminated and we find even in the indicative 
only 790v. 

In view of these facts of formation and chronology it would 
seem clear that such forms as }Adov HADES TA9€ etc., EAD dou 
etc., must derive from earlier nAvdov Autes due, cAu9« ecdvdorut 
etc. In other words, the skort u zs lost here. The time, as will be 
seen, is well before the Classical period. But it is probably well 
before Homer, too, since the Homeric usage suggests that Auen 
is merely a survival from an earlier period, whereas the normal 
form is presented by šA9— 3, 

This conclusion is so evident that it would seem to be 
inescapable. It has been drawn by Schwyzer who, for this form, 
is prepared to accept Schulze's suggestion that the phonetic simi- 
larity of (velar) / and z is responsible for the otherwise unheard-of 


* On the Homeric forms of the perfect see the text further on. 

2 From *eleuth-somai, see further on, p. 27 fn. 1. I ignore here the use 
of elur as the future in Attic. ` 

3 Jacobsohn has plausibly suggested that at a time when the living speech 
had only 7A9—/£A9— (the earlier 7Au9-/£A09— having been completely ousted), 
the forms with £Au9— surviving in the epic language were eliminated (that 
is replaced by £AX9-) wherever possible; see « KZ s, 43, 1910, 171. 
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absorption of z in éAvdetv etc.'. Risch also accepts this deriv- 
ation °, as does Pokorny?. 

The first scholar to make this suggestion seems to have been 
de Saussure. In his paper Une loi rhythmique de la langue grecque 1, 
he discussed syncope as one of the means by which the undesir- 
able sequence of more than two short syllables was avoided at an 
early stage of Greek (I. c., 742 f). One of his examples was the 
very verb under discussion. He thought, and I can only agree 
with him, that the derivation of Adev from *Avsov was indis- 
putable because the stem éAcvd— was clearly revealed by the 
perf. £X/ou9« and the future &ebcouo. 

Unfortunately, Wackernagel, in his Dehnungsgesetz der grie- 
chischen Kompostta*, tried to disprove most of the instances 
adduced by de Saussure. Concerning &X9—/£Av9—, he asked: ' who 
can guarantee the original identity of the two forms?’ (p. 3 = 899), 
and proceeded to suggest that Épyouat, from *ėpð-oxopat, 
originally had a regular aorist *}edov which, blended with the 
regular 7Au9ov, resulted in the new 1À9ov. Brugmann was willing 
to accept this suggestion or, alternatively, to regard 7A9ov as a 
blend of avtov and 7jv9ov 5. The question is whether either of 
these explanations is acceptable. 

The derivation of Épyouos from *ép9-oxopot is today almost 
generally abandoned. From the internal point of view, deriv- 
ation from the root ép-/óp-, found in Ópvupi and its cognates, 
has much to commend itself7. But in view of Grassmann’s law, 
there can be no objection to deriving the Greek verb from an 
earlier *Zer£zA-, and ultimately from IE *sez— ' move, run, flow’, 


t Schwyzer, GG, I, 1939, 213.704. Cf. Schulze, /agé-Festschrifi, 1908, 
343° = KSchr. 1933, 75°. 

2 «Museum Helveticum », II, 1953, 34. 

3 Pokorny 306. 

4 Mélanges Graux, 1884, 737-748 = Recueil 464-476. 

5 Published in 1889 as a « Programm zur Rektoratsfeier der Universitat 
Basel », and now reprinted in his KSchr. 897-961. 

6 Brugmann, Griech. Gram., 19003, 297; also Brugmann-Thumb, Griech. 
Gram., 19135, 344. 

7 This view is favoured by Schwyzer, GG, I, 702; Pokorny 328; Frisk, 
GEW, 1, 572. Cf. also McKenzie, « CQ », 15, 1921, 44 f. 
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whether the suffix be regarded as representing an IE gh or an 
expressive 441. The only scholar still in favour of the old view 
seems to be Pisani who on the strength of Arm. evtham ‘I go’ 
derives the Greek verb from an IE *erth-sk-?. But even if the 
development from o9ox to py were acceptable — and I for one 
am still disturbed by the laxity of the assumption that groups 
like pot could lose either Z or s? — one would still like to know 
why a present in —së— does not show the nil-grade of the root, 
that is *rth-sk-d+, leading to Gk. *paoyw (P) *ép&oyco (?), or 
*&p(9)oyc (?) since this rule suffers no exception in roots of the 
structure ZERTITRET-, cf. IE *prk-sk-d, *irs-s&-ó, and Greek 
x&cyo, (F)t(x)oxo. There can be no doubt that the Greek verb 
cannot continue an IE *ezz4—s£-ó and therefore the assumption 
of an aorist */9ov is without foundation 5. 

Less objectionable is, at first sight, the alternative view, the 
assumption that 7Atov resulted from a blend of }Avdev and %v9ov. 
For in this case both forms are real. But there is some difference 
of status between them. The aorist Avdev is undoubtedly old, ` 
attested in Homer. But vov is confined to the Peleponnese 
(Arcadian 4-Doric), with some offshoots in the outlying Doric areas. 
No wonder that this dialectal distribution should have suggested 
that vtov was actually derived from the earlier 790v, a develop- 
ment apparently paralleled by other cases where, again in Dorian 
lands, Ar appears to have been replaced by ‘vt; cf. Bévtiorog, 
qívvxToc. However, this internal explanation was gladly given 


* Cf. Meillet, «MSL», 23, 1929, 249 f.; Chantraine, GH, I, 19487, 331; 
Lejeune, Traité de bhonétique grecque, 1955?, 78. — On Alb. erdha aor. ‘I came’, 
often equated with Zpyopot, see now Hamp in: Evidence for Laryngeals, ed. 
W. Winter, Austin 1960, 81. 

2 «RIL», 75, 1942, 185-7. Wackernagel compared Skt. rdh- * thrive’ 
and thus traced 9 to IE dA. 

? «RIL», 77, 1944, 546-7. 

^ Note that Pisani himself posits this form as the basis of Skt. rechati, 
see « RIL », 75, 187. 

5 Frisk, GEW, I, 572, points out that Arm. ertham is (like £pyouat) used 
in the present only. I would not insist on this point because, although the in- 
dicative of the aorist is supplied by ¿ozay, the moods are not formed from this 
stem but evth-, see Meillet, Esguzsse, 19367, 135. 
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up when an external comparison was offered by Johansson: 
who claimed to have found an Indian andh— ' to go’ — in Pali! 
Although Pisani has definitively disposed of this alleged verb ?, 
the root adh- in Skt. adhvan— ‘way’ and, perhaps, adhvarya- 
‘priest’ might still be traced to an IE *zg— which, combined 
with Gk. šv9—, could suggest an IE *endh- 'go'?. But the fact 
is that from a root £v9— the thematic aorist would have to appear 
with the nil-grade of the root. In other words we would expect 
forms like inf. *&9eiv, part. *&90v, indic. *79ov, and not év9etv 
éy9ow[Tv9ov, just as the corresponding forms of the root mev9— 
are Tadely/ rcov | Exadov, and not nevdeiv/ mevdav/ Exevdov'+, The 
argument would hold even if we started from an IE *enth—5. 
These considerations speak against the primary character of šv9— 
and thus in favour of its secondary derivation from A. 
There would seem to be one possibility of saving the primary 
character of Gk. £v9—. In Homer, a form émevivode is attested 
three times, partly as a pluperfect Ui 2, 219; IO, 134), partly 
as a perfect (Od. 8, 365 = Hymn. Ven. 62); its meaning is ‘ was/is 
on’. A parallel form čvývoðe occurs twice, once as a pluperfect 
(JI. 11, 266: ‘ was gushing forth’), once as a perfect (Od. 17, 270: 
‘is mounting, rising’). These forms, and others (e.g. xatevyvode, 
mapevyvove), are found in later epic poetry also. Their importance 
lies in the fact that —év/jvo9e seems identical in structure with, 
e.g., évyvoye, and thus presupposes a root *éved— or Sëve 
it is usually held that the former could also account for šv9—, 


t «IF», 3, 1892, 203; 8, 1897, 181 f. For the favourable reaction, see, 
e.g., Boisacq, 1923?, 242.253. 

2 Cf. «IF», 58, 1940, 254-5; Festschrift G. Rohklfs, 1958, 383. See also 
Mayrhofer, Festschrift Kirfel, 1955, 222. 

3 See, e.g., Wackernagel-Debrunner, .4zG7., II, 2, 1954, 899; Mayrhofer, 
Etym. Dict., 1, 1956, 32. 

* The so-called full-grade thematic aorists like @texov (Schwyzer, GG, I, 
746) are in a different class, partly because the full grade is used to avoid pho- 
netic difficulties (e.g. Zwou > £xxov | Éxvov | Éoxov?), but mainly because 
they do not give the sequence vowel + nasal + consonant, with an easily vocali- 
zed nasal element. 

5 As is done by Pisani (« RIL », 75, 1942, 186) on the strength of Arm. 
anthanam. But the Armenian verb probably contains the preposition ənd and 
the correspondence /#/ is difficult in any case (Frisk, GEW, I, 516). 
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representing év(c)8-. But there are serious structural difficulties 
in the way of this explanation. Whatever one might think of 
the nature and origin of the so-called prothetic vowel’, it is a 
fact that from the Greek point of view it is the ' second ' form of 
the root that functions as a base; £Aeu9-, for instance, shows 
the functional changes in —eu9— (i.e. —Au9—/-Aou9—). This is also 
seen in évjvode which thus represents the normal root-behaviour 
in (&)ved-. An aorist-stem &v9— would not fit into this scheme, the 
expected form being either &9— from *ydh— (or *Hndh-) or, less 
likely, veð- from *(ZZ)medk- °. 

These considerations show that £v9— presents insurmountable 
difficulties if we start from a root-form *endh—- or *(H)nedh-. 
This in turn strengthens the case for connecting vo with its 
historical antecedent ?A9ov, that is for assuming that, by the 
change from A9 to vd, 7A9ov became vov. It is usually said 
that the dialectal distribution of 7jv9ov does not favour this expla- 
nation since, while the change At > v< is confined to Doric, Zon 
is attested even outside Doric. But the alleged distribution looks 


t See Schwyzer, GG, I, 411 f.; Austin, « Language», 17, 1941, 83 f.; Lejeune, 
« REA », 45, 1943, 131 f.; Messing, Selected studies in IE phonology (e Harvard 
Studies in Classical Philology », 56-57, 1947, 161-232), 190 f.; C. Lemaire de 
Vaere, Album Prof. Dr. Frank Baur (Antwerp 1948), 31 f.; W. Winter, Studien 
zum prothetischen Vokal, Hamburg 1950 (but cf. Risch, «Glotta», 33, 1954, 
209); Belardi, «Maia», 2, 1949, 312; Polomé, <€ RBPhH », 30, 1952, 452 f., 
477 f.; Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 1956, 270; Seiler, « KZ », 75, 1957, 1 f; Laz- 
zeroni, « Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa», 27, 1958, 127-136; 
Carnoy, «Lingua», 7, 1958, 242-253; Crossland, « Archivum Linguisticum », 
10, 1959, 83 f.; Adrados, < Emerita», 27, 1959, 323 f. Cowgill, in: Zvzdence 
for Laryngeals, Austin 1960, 104 f.; Adrados, Estudios sobre las laringales indoeu- 
ropeas, 1961, 30 f. Nikitina, Protetiteskije glasnyje dreunegreteskogo jazyka kak 
refleksy indojevropejskix Stelevyx, a Voprosy Jazykoznanija», 1962/1, 81-86. 
See also p. 112 fn. 2., and Add. 

2 We should also bear in mind that —nvode may be from dved—, not éved— 
(see Pisani, « RIL», 77, 1944, 548). In that case, &vfjvo9e would be the normal 
perfect (from *d&vivode) while évjvode would be from *év(av)dvoSe, just as, 
if we start from éved— and thus recognize év/jvo9e as the normal perfect, &v/jvo9e 
can be explained from &v(sv)fjvo8e (Frisk, GEW, I, 516-7). The noun &vdoc 
may be from the root &vz9— (and then stands for *&veboc, cf. further on on 
&Aevoc/ XXyoc); this is not contradicted by Skt. andhas since, in view of its 
original meaning (‘juice of the soma-plant’, Burrow, « Archivum Linguisticum », 
6, 1954, 61), the Sanskrit word cannot be related to the Greek word in any case. 
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rather different when examined more closely. The stem év9- 
is found in Aleman (Partheneion 73: &v9oloa) t, at Corcyra which 
is a colony of Corinth (£v9ov in a 6th c. inscription) 2, in the lite- 
rary Doric of Sicily (Epicharmus, Sophron, Theocritus), in Cyre- 
naean which is basically a derivative of Laconian; all these are 
obviously representative of Peloponnesian Doric. In addition, the 
stem appears in Arcadia in the Tegean inscription on the return 
of exiles? and in a sacred law of Lycosura*. Now it is known 
that Arcadian was gradually overlaid by the Doric koine from 
about the middle of the 3rd c. B.C. 5, so that the sacred law of 
Lycosura reflects this process, just as it shows the Doric verb 
čprw ‘I go’ in x«péprv 9. The dialect of Tegea is also known to 
diverge in some points from the rest of Arcadia and its peripheral 
position made it more open to influence from the surrounding 
Doric areas. And, speaking of Arcadian, we must note that it 
also shows Otvcov for Diàrwv (IG V 2, 116, Tegea, 3rd c. B.C; 
170,9 Tegea; 368,, Kleitor) Outside the Peloponnese, &v9— also 
appears in two Delphian inscriptions, in mpoamevdetv7 and 
dévet 8 But meoaneAdetv is also found °, so that šv9— seems a 
clear Doric intrusion. 

It can be seen that the dialectal distribution shows a ' Pelo- 
ponnesian ' šv9— in contrast to šA9— used elsewhere. Even more 
important is the fact that, whereas in the Tegean inscription 
we get an almost complete paradigm based on the stem &v9— 
(aor. subj. x«vév9owot, participie xatevdevtac; perf. participle 
natyvonxoTaxS etc. '% Cyrenaean presents both the aorist forms 


* See Page, Aleman-The Partheneion, 1951, 145 f. Cf. Risch, «Museum 
Helveticum », II, 1953, 30.34. I 

2 Schwyzer Delectus, 1923, 1331.5- 

3 Schwyzer, Delectus, 657 (324 B.C.). 

4 Schwyzer, Delectus, 675 (2nd c. B.C). 

5 Thumb-Scherer, Gr. Dial., II, 1959?, 115-8. 

6 On the dialectal use of Zomw ‘go’, see A. Bloch, Zur Geschichte einiger 
suppletiver Verba im Griechischen, 1940, 71 f. But note that in Arcadian it 
is of Doric provenance, see Schwyzer, Delectus, 674. 

7 Collitz-Bechtel, DZ, 23414. 

8 Fouilles de Delphes, III, 161, no. 2955. 

9 Collitz-Bechtel, DZ, 21928, 2199:o. 

= Thumb-Scherer, Gr. Dial., II, 125. 
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orgue, Sun etc. and the perfect xateAnAcvdutat. For this 
shows that év9— is not used to the exclusion of the stem &Aeu9-, 
on the contrary; in this dialect, šv9— is found only where even 
the other dialects show ^ and 9 in immediate sequence, that is 
in the aorist. The Arcadian perfect xatnvdnxa is obviously a late 
extension of the stem šv9— into other tenses, no different from 
the Boeotian perfect Zeooeäeug = OueEf xe. That Arcadian 
once possessed šÀ9— even in the aorist is shown by Cyprian for 
which &A9— is attested in the Hesychius-gloss &A9erüc" Gurt tod 
EADE ZiA«givwot. In any case, the original confinement of šv9— 
to the aorist proves that it replaces (in other words, is developed 
from) the stem &A9— of the other dialects. 

It appears then that *7p9ov never existed and 7v9ov is a 
secondary development from TA9ov. This would seem to clinch 
the derivation of £A9— from šÀu9— by syncope, and, as mentioned 
above, many modern scholars regard this as certain. Only the 
French school takes a different view, and that for rather different 
reasons. 

It is undeniable that, from a purely theoretical viewpoint, 
the variants £Au9—/EA9— can be regarded as continuing different 
Indo-European prototypes, namely *eludh— and *eldh-, both 
being enlarged with -d/— from the root-variants *e/u— and *e/- 
(*elu— itself representing an enlargement with -—ez|-4— of the 
basic root *e/-)?. Meillet °, following in the footsteps of Brug- 
mann‘, thought that this analysis was forced upon us by such 
forms as the perfect 1. pl. &jouev, 2. pl. &pwre, and the deri- 
vatives ÉrqAuc|-9og and mpoonAutos which showed a stem &Av-, 
not Au. But any-one familiar with the relevant facts and 
trends of Greek linguistic history can only regard this interpre- 
tation as due to the comparatist's being carried away by the 
glittering possibilities of external comparisons and Indo-European 


* Thumb-Kieckers, Gr. Dial., I, 1932?, 177, 181. 

2 This was seen, and rejected, by Fick as far back as 1870 (« KZ », ro, 
249). 

3 «BSL», 26, 1925, 6 f. followed by Chantraine, Morphologie, 1961*, 
220; GH, 1, 329. 

4 See Grundriss*, II, 1095; Griech. Gram.3, 297; Grundriss ?, Il, 3, 373; 
Boisacq 242; Walde-Pokorny, II, 417. 
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root-analysis. From the Greek point of view, the primary fact, 
rightly emphasized by de Saussure, remains that only a root 
éAcvd—/éAud— exists. A glance at the chronology of the alleged 
forms with the ‘primeval’ é&Aev-/éAu- is sufficient to discredit 
them and the correct explanation is not far to seek. 

The earliest of the forms mentioned is Zou (from Aeschylus 
on), which was imitated by late authors, especially Nonnos, and 
even by everyday writers, who produced from the 2nd c. A.D. 
onwards pétyAug (first in Dionysius Periegetes, under Hadrian) 
and x&tvÀuc, óuvuc, covqAuc (all three in Nonnos). Much more 
important, because attested already in Homer (ZZ 10, 434; then 
Hdt. 1, 118; Plato, Laws 87942), is the word vér^uc ‘ newcomer ’. 
Now for the time (Homer and before him) when only the root 
šÀgu9— is established, we have no right to assume any other basic 
form than *vefyAvd-, a compound of the same type as Hom. 
8v-Cuy-, v-t- *, The original inflection was vémÀuç from *vefn- 
Avd—<¢, acc. *venAvda etc. It is clear that the inflection Bel Doc 
was replaced by —c[-9«[-9oc under the pressure of the large class 
of 8-stems. The transfer was facilitated by the fact that (ve)yAvd— 
was the only compund in —9— whereas compounds in —t- or —- 
were used in large numbers. The alternative, transfer to the 
t-stems was eschewed for the same reason as is found operating 
in the type &yvo—: in this class the original suffix —+— appears only 
after long vowels (:-BAynt-, &dynt-) 2, while after short vowels 
we find —8-, as in dixAlSec, later éufá8ec, but also in the original 
—£-stems Sexac, xeu&c?. In this particular case, the transfer may 
have been helped by quy&c|ouyáSoc, ¿f it existed at the time 4. 


t See E. Risch, Wobdg., 1937, 177. 

2 See Risch, Wédg., 178. The exceptions, mpoBat— Sauepr— dduvypat—, 
if they are real, escaped the usual transformation because their compositional 
character was no longer felt. 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 507; Szemerényi, Numerals, 1960, 30, 108; «KZ», 
71, 1954, 216. I 

4 This view is given by Buck-Petersen, Z#dez, 1944, 435, who strangely 
enough omit from their list the all-important véyAuc. Wackernagel, Perfektum, 
1904, 18 (=KSchr. 1015) thought that —nAv¢ was transferred after nouns in 
—u¢/—vd0¢. But the whole class is small (see Buck-Petersen, /zdex 435) and 
mostly late; besides, apart from cuYyxAóc, none of its members is suitable se- 
mantically. It seems that —t¢/-1d0¢ and —«c/—«806 was decisive. Note that, 
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The interpretation of veyAud— as due to secondary transform- 
ation of an original veau is confirmed by the observation 
that a formation with —9— from &Av- would be impossible. The 
only justifiable formation would be with —%— which, however, 
as shown by Hom. zepi~xti-t-yo and fra, would appear as 
*vendvTyC, as in fact, in Thucydides, we find the form émyAde7ns 
which will be discussed further on. 

Another form that is apparently based on a verbal root év-, 
not éAvd—, is the derivative mpooyAvtoc. Here the chronological 
and morphological difficulties become insuperable. The word 
makes its first appearance with the sense ‘ stranger’ in the Septua- 
ginta (Exodus 12, 49 etc.) and later acquires its modern meaning 
‘one who has come over to Judaism, convert, proselyte’, in 
which it is used in the Mew Testament (Matth. 23, 15; Act. Ap. 2, 
10) and in Philo (2, 219 Cohn-Wendland). The first meaning is 
also found in the derivatives mpoondutedw ‘live as a stranger’ 
(LXX, Ezekiel 14, 7) and mpooyAvtevors ‘ residence as a stranger ’ 
(Aquila, Genesis 47, 9). The chronological difficulties remain even 
if one adds the other derivatives of the same type, namely £r/jAucoc 
‘advena’ used (for the earlier @myAvc) by Dionysius Halicarnas- 
sensis (Antiq. Rom. 3, 72) and Philo (1, 160) and the form Svedv4- 
Autos recorded by Hesychius. For no one will venture to assume 
that these obviously late adjectives/nouns were formed from an 
archaic verbal stem &Av- which is nowhere attested as an inde- 
pendent form in extant Greek literature, yet somehow managed 
to survive in the (spoken?) language down to and well after the 
beginning of the Hellenistic period, happily enabling the writers 
of that time to draw upon it for their new coinages. For the histo- 
rically minded investigator the proposition is too absurd to consider 
seriously. 

A further point that must not be overlooked is the active/ 
intransitive meaning of mpoondutog and £m/Auvoc. This would 
have been impossible in Homeric times and before. The possible 
use is well illustrated by the following Homeric instances. The 


with the exception of the simplex xópuc/u9oc, there are no nouns in —vc/—-590G 
(xapvd— &vvo9— are the only ones in —09—) and there is none in -i9—, —&0—; —5— 
on the other hand continues to be productive, cf. mapactad—, ó8uvoonaó-. 

* Buck-Petersen, ZzZdez 522, mention veompoofAucoc, not listed in LSJ. 
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verbal adjective xatatBatog does not mean ‘he who goes down ' 
but (a door) ‘ through which going down can be effected’, ‘which 
can be gone down through’ (Od. 13, 110). Similarly, &ufacóc 
is ‘ (easy) to be scaled’ (citadel: ZZ. 6, 434; heaven: Od. 11, 364 
= Pindar, Pyth. 10, 27)". From siut we have ġuaķıtóc ‘a road 
that can be traversed by wagons'?. A form ~—yAvto¢ (or rather 
~ndvotos from —yàvd-toc) is not found, and that for a very good 
reason. 

These facts cogently prove that mpoondutog and é&mfuroc 
are not archaic formations; on the contrary, they are very late 
coinages, possible only in post-Classical times. The true expla- 
nation of these strange formations lies in the direction indicated 
by Wackernagel?, although his views have to be modified in 
many important details. 

No discussion of the late meoonAutoc, émnAutos can lead to 
convincing results if it is ignored that they are not the only 
nominal formations to show a stem &Au-. There is in fact a large 
group of derivatives in —TWAuouç, none, —ndvotn and NATHS. 
In chronological order, the formations are attested as follows. 
First, nouns in —nAvotc: 


KATHAVCLG ‘falling (of snow)’, Simonides+; ‘ return’, 
Diod. Sic. 12, 75 | 

7Avcic ' step, gait', Eurip. 

TEPLNAVGLG ‘going round, revolution’, Hdt. Plutarch 

éEnAvois ‘going out, way out, outlet’, Hdt. 

elonavotc ‘(right of) entrance’, CIG 3278, Smyrna 

OtfjAuctc ‘passage through’, Apoll. Rhod. 

cuv$Aucic* ‘coming together’, New Testament, Ephes. 


4, 1; Clemens Alex.-- 

mpoonavotc* Justinus Martyr, Dial. cum Tryphone 28 
(ed. Otto, Jena 18773, II 94 C): -eec xpóvoc 
« accedendi tempus » 


* I omit AAtBatog ‘ high’; but if it is compounded with —Batocg, the ori- 
ginal meaning was something like * to be scaled with difficulty '. 

2 gtoanitéc/atapmités is merely an expansion after this of a&tpardc. 

3 Perfektum, 1904, 17 f. = KSchr. 1014 f. 

4 Not in Z57! 


Loss of or u 13 





ETNAVGLG ‘approach, assault’, Opp. Hal. 4, 228; POx 
1796, I 
d&vnAvorc ‘going up, return’, Hesychius. 


As can be seen, the type is attested in the Archaic and Classical 
periods Goar mept- &&-, probably also &v— culled from a poetical 
text) and its archaic character is confirmed by the consistent use 
of compositional lengthening. Euripides’ Avots is obviously 
extracted from the compositional type. But the formation was 
favoured even in post-Classical times as is shown by ðt- ouv- 
mpoo— em—NAvots¢. The archaic character of this type is further 
emphasized by the fact that when new nouns of action were 
required, they were formed in accord with the new fashion, that 
is from the stem &Aeu(c)-. Hence the large number of nouns in 
—£ÀeUciG (&y— Emav— an— St cio- SreE— Gre. èn- nat—éhevorg 
etc.) which proliferate in Hellenistic and later times. 


A related formation in —yAvot« antedates the type in —hAvotc: 
Ere 'coming over one, esp. by charms, bewitch- 
ing' Hymn. Hom. 
This again is taken up by Hellenistic and late poets: 
xa vrAuot ‘descent’, Apoll. Rhod.; Aratus 


óurAuctn ‘companionship ’, Aratus 

ciondvota ‘coming in, entrance’, Macedon (Anthol. 
Pal. 9, 625) 

ovuvyAvoty, ‘meeting, assembly’, Agathias (Anthol. Pal. 
9, 665). 


Here again, as with jAvotc, an independent jAvota was extracted, 
attested only by Hesychius and the Etymologicum Magnum but 
obviously a poetic venture and therefore, probably, classical. 

' A corresponding adjectival —ynAvovog appears in: 


évynAvata (tå) ‘ places set apart from wordly uses’ (Aesch.)' 
eio»Aoctov ` 'entrance-fee ', JG? 2, 1368 ,.. 


* Obviously from évhAvotg or EvyAvala; it is reduced to 70otx in Po- 
lemo Historicus (Müller, Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, III, 146, 93). 
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Finally, we must note a type in —ņħàùtņs which appears in 
Thucydides 1, 9. Although éyAvtTyy is the unanimous reading 
of the manuscripts, it is (after Stahl) emended to &xyAvv by all 
editors (including the latest, Mme de Romilly, in the Collection 
des Universités de France) because at 1, 29, 5 the form £r/jÀuóac 
is used. But it is impossible to see why the scribes should have 
changed a clear ÉrmAuv to érndvrny if the latter was not in their 
text. It seems clear that éxynkbTn¢ must be acknowledged in the 
first passage. In any case, it is again found in Xenophon's Oeco- 
nomicus (XI 4), is attested by Pollux’ Onomasticon (III 54) and 
is used by Philostratus (Vita Apollonii 2, 9) and the late Proco- 
pius. 

Faced with this large group of nominal formations which — 
apparently or really — show a stem yv-, we cannot isolate neoon- 
Autos, &mfÀutoc as being the only nouns that show Av- (or sàv-). 
But once —yAvtos is taken in conjunction with the nouns in —fÀuctc 
—NAvota and -*Abotoc, the problem presents itself in a very 
different light. Wackernagel suggested? that —yAvoty —ndvotoc 
-hauo —nóvns —fjuroc were all built on aue (ie. Homeric 
venus, later Émvuc) after the parallel set -—vA«xot —A@Qovuos 
—nhatng —nratog formed from &A«óvo. Now it is true that this 
set is attested for Homeric times by fovA«otr innyàdoros Lon. 
Aën inrhaxtos. But it is also true that 1) there is no form 
—nac, although its existence would be necessary for the analo- 
gical chain-reaction to be triggered off; 2) to describe &AxÓve as 
‘semantically close’ (bedeutungsverwandt) glosses over the very 
real difference between the active £A«óvo and the intransitive 
eu. This semantic weakness could only be outweighed by 
an overwhelming pressure of a formal system that showed complete 
agreement. But, as has been noted already, the fulcrum of the 
set, —]A«c, does not exist. 

In these circumstances we must try to see whether part of 
the answer does not lie in the verb £Aeu9— itself. As was shown 
above, the earliest examples are émyAvotn and xathdAvotg, The 
latter was soon followed by a number of other prose words (é&- 
ep siohàvorc), while other examples of —yAvolyn are not found 


* Perfekium 18 = KSchr. 1015. 
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until Hellenistic times, although, of course, £vmAócix and sion- 
Avovov do attest the —o-stem —yAvoto—, 

From the point of view of formation, émyAvoty and xath- 
Auctc seem to belong with the widespread type in —o!« and -—otc. 
But this ‘ obvious’ analysis cannot be correct. First of all, the 
type in —ol«, earlier o, is originally based on compound adjec- 
tives, or nouns (cf. &9eva«cía, &uBpocta, elpeoty) and the derivation 
from verbs comes into vogue rather late, from the 5th c. on’, 
This rules out a derivation —yAv-ola from a stem EzÀu-, since 
ēnyAvoty is much older as is shown by its appearance in the late 
seventh century ?, by its sematic development which, starting with 
the root-meaning ‘ coming on/against ’ must have taken some time 
in reaching the stage ' bewitching’, and by the use of composi- 
tional lengthening. Secondly, £rqAucty cannot be separated from 
vyústia which, in extant literature, occurs in Aeschylus for 
the first time, but on account of its meaning clearly is not a recent 
formation. But if švyAÚotoç is to be derived from *&AXv-, the 
suffix —otoc will have to come from —r—oç and there is no trace 
of cdu-t— (or ëAGrael- ac) at that time 3. 

The fact that the early éxyAvoty cannot be a deverbative 
formation but must derive from a compound adjective holds 
the key to the true solution. For this means that it represents 
a primitive ér-xqAu9-Íx, a derivative in —to-[-Í« of an adjective 
émnavd—, with the assibilation of -eta which is now well established 
for a much earlier date by the Mycenaean tablets; cf. efz&orusijo: 
xopuü—, Korisijo: Korito, Zakusijo, and also Attic llgoféawS9oc: 
ITpoBaAtotog *, This adjective šzmyAu9— is obviously identical with 
the émndvd— attested since Aeschylus and shows the stem before 


* Cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 469, against Risch, Widg., 108. 

? The word occurs at Hymn. Cer. 228, dated in the late seventh century, 
and the Hymn. Merc. 37, dated in the sixth century, see Lesky, Geschichte der 
griechischen Literatur, 1957-58, 81.83. 

3 It is not without interest to note that émynAvotn and xatyAvotg are not 
claimed by Meillet as evidence for his root &Av-. 

4 See (against Schwyzer, GG, I, 272) Ventris-Chadwick, Docs., 1956, 
73; Risch, «Museum Helveticum », I4, 1957, 71; Lejeune, « BSL », 52, 1957, 
1953; Allen, « Lingua», 7, 1958, 123; Thumb-Scherer, Gr. Dial., II, 336. This 
conclusion is now drawn by Burkert, too, in connection with a new etymo- 
logy of ' H2$ctov, see « Glotta >, 39, 1961, 208 f., esp. 210. 








- 
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its transformation. If, as is almost certain, Homeric veyAvd— is 
the contemporary form (and not a later adjustment of a Homeric 
ve$iu9ec), it shows that the abstract —yAvd-ta must be much 
earlier. The adjectival —ynAvotog is, of course, from the same 
source. 

Once the structure of (éx-)nAvota and —yAvovog is recognized, 
the abstracts in —fAvotsg also appear in a different light. If —nAvola 
does not represent —yAv—cia#, then —TTAuotç cannot be traced 
either to an original —4Au—otc (i.e. —yAv—tic). Nor can it represent 
a regular —yAvd-t1¢ since this would appear as -—f/Avoztc, 
cf. zloene, v0otts etc. *. It could still be regarded as continuing 
an early —nAvd—-t-<c, an abstract formation with -z- found in 
Homeric &yuopig óuyuptc O7otc ppdvig etc.?. In that case its 
alignment with the usual abstract formations in —ot¢ (from —uç) 
would be due to phonetic development. But we cannot be certain 
that —d¢ developed into —etc, although —çÇç did so; there is, as 
far as I know, no evidence either way. In these circumstances 
it seems better to place ~yAvots in a different context. 

As is known, the formations in —oíx are often accompanied 
by ‘ variants’ in oe? Thus we have in Homer: 


brocyeotn ‘ promise’ ; brdcyeots ‘id.’ 

émuoxeotn ' thing held out, pretext’: éxloyeot¢ ‘check, 
stoppage ' ^ 

drepBacty ‘ transgression ' : &nplBaots ‘defence ’ 


ExBactc ‘way out’, 


and later we find: 


Hom. eoty : Hdt. &gotc; 

Hom. é&vveotr, : Hippocrates Éveoto 

Hom. svvdeoty, : Jon-Att. cúv9eotç 

Cratinus &vecía :  lIon-Att. &veotg 
mpodocta : TPOSOGLC, 


1 Chantraine, Formation, 1933, 276; Schwyzer, GG, I, 504. 

2 Risch, Whdg., 151 f; Schwyzer, GG, I, 462. But on gpdévic see also 
Leumann, Hom. Wörter, 117. 

3 Frankel, « KZ », 45, 1913, 163 f.; Chantraine, Formation, 84; Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 469. 

4 At Odyssey 17, 451 ‘delay, reluctance’ (ZS/ s.v.) seems rather inap-. 
propriate, 
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In view of this clear and habitual pattern, it seems clear that 
(xat)hàvots was formed after the earlier (Ex)ruota. 

As a result of the developments heres outlined, there were by 
the 6th c. at least three forms (or formations), namely (ve)nAvà-, 
(é)ynAvotx and (xat)hAvotc, in which the normal stem ¿Aeg09— 
appeared in a truncated form ¿ħv—. It follows that the later forms 
éxnditns, mpoofAurog, £míAuro; are somehow based on these 
earlier forms. The question is how? 

As concerns Gene, we must, on sematic grounds, rule out 
(&m)nActys as a possible model. But there is in fact no need for 
this particular word. Since early (pre-Homeric) times there was 
a clear connection between agent nous in -th and nouns of 
action in le, In Homer we find the following pairs: 


mApaLBaTHS : Doegboota 
Avots : ¿upa [m 
xuvmyévns — : evynyeotn 
SEXTIC š dmodekin 
&pETIC : cipeoiy 
trr A oro : BovAxoctn. 


Besides, even though we do not find both members of the pair 
attested, such abstracts as dvdpoxtacin, ebepycoty etc. presup- 
pose the existence of *&vópoxT&Trc, ebepyetns etc. It is therefore 
clear that (šz)mAuo(% could acquire an agent noun only in the 
form (ém)yAUtns. If there was any single model, I should suggest 
that it was presented by the group —Sérye:—-facla, so proliferous 
in Classical times (and found already in Homer) and very near 
in meaning. 

It is within this context that we must now envisage the 
emergence of mpoo/Autog and later é£mfuroc which, in contrast 
to the ëueëtiiuroe reported by Hesychius, have an active meaning. 
As was pointed out above, on account of this peculiarity the forma- 
tion presents considerable difficulties. We can now go further 
and state that even in late-Classical and early Hellenistic times 
an active formation with —to¢ would have been impossible. This 
suggests that these formation in —roç arose from an analogical 
system, not as the result of a mere mechanical attachment of a 
well-known suffix to one more root. 
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At first, one might be tempted to regard —/AuvoG as built on 


~NAUTNC. 


not be active, is still an obstacle. 


But the objection that the meaning of -toç would 
This is well shown by a brief 


selective list of attested forms of —B&tnc/-Batog (to which I add 
here —Baorg/-Bacta to illustrate the point made earlier on -hvors 


—yvota): 


—Bacts 


-Bacia 


Guiot: Hom. &ueoßbaciny Hdt. 


diaBaowg Hdt. 


&váßacıs Hdt. 
TAPAPBAGLG 
Aristotle 


xatăßacıc Hdt. 


èntbBacis Hdt. 


ëxBaois Hom. 

EuBaorsg Aesch. 
&róßaxors Thuc. 
roócßaots Hdt. 


mapBacta Aesch. 
xo oto LY 
Plutarch 


&riQaota 


H yperid. 


Barnes 


Ox tnc 


Aristoph. 


avaBarns Eur. 


xapatBkvnc Hom. 


vapxßBátys Eur. 
xocvou cnc 


Aesch. 


xatabatys Plato 
&miB&vos Hdt. 


éxBatns IG 
éuBatns Xen. 
&roD&rqc IG 


-Bartog 


ëäfezoc Hdt. 


(CáBatog Sappho) 
&óukBoroc Xen. 
ed Baroc Xen. 
Guer aoc 
Aen. Tact. 
&uBatog Hom. 
vxp&Bocroc Aesch. 


xatatBatoe Hom. 


éntBatog Hdt. 


avexBatos Thuc. 
SuoepBatos Thuc. 
evatdBatog Thuc. 
Quonpóoavog 
Thuc. 
mpoaBatocs Xen. 
&rpóoQococ 
Aristotle 


In all these cases, the verbal adjective in —Zo— has a passive/ 
potential meaning. This is not contradicted by a few cases where 
poetic licence shows an active use. Thus Aeschylus (Agam. 428) 
uses Ýnépßærtoç in the active sense ‘surpassing’; but the only 
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meaning attested elsewhere is passive/potential: ‘that can be 
passed/scaled; transposed’*. This is confirmed by the verbal 
adjectives of si: 


Ouozpóctro; : Eur. ‘difficult of access, attack’ 
&npócvoc : Polyb. ‘ unapproachable’ 
TPOGLTOG : Strabo ‘ approachable ' 

eimpdaitog : Strabo ‘easy of access’. 


These parallels prove that xpoorAuvoc, either from an imaginary 
£ÀAu-, or (more realistically) as a derivative built on —wWAÓçnç, is 
just as impossible as mp6ofavoc in the sense ‘he who has come 
at’. This means that mpoonAutog cannot be a derivative, it must 
be a back-formation. As far as I can see the explanation must 
start from the verb mpoovAuTebo. 


Beside the formations in —B%*mç we find a number of verbs 
in —Batevdw: 


xataBbatys Aesch. ers xataßBatevw Soph. 
&mfXTrc Hdt. : émiBareóQ Hdt. 
Gu Bän Xen. : &uBatedo Aesch. 


It seems clear that, after this model, —jAuveóo was formed to 
ege, the attested forms of the two types being mpocwuceóo 
and ÈTYAVTNG. 

But a verb in —tedvw did not necessarily derive from an agent 
noun in ue, In addition to -tns (Éuf«reóe), it could be from 
—T-(«veóc) or —ço— (mpwtedw) 2, Once a verb -wAuvebo was 
established, it was possible for the speakers to interpret it as a 
derivative of a < basic > noun in —o-. We are thus led to the con- 
clusion that, instead of being the source of moooynAutevw, TpooYAu- 
toG is in fact a back-formation, based on it. Its formation was 
probably supported by the existence of "oeren ` motd¢, both 
verb and adjective (noun) being widely used in a religious sense. 

Thus the attempt to place the peculiar forms, apparently 
based on a stem éAv-, within the history of the Greek language 


* See also Denniston-Page, Agamemnon, ad 428: «—Barog compounds are 
usually passive ». 
? Schwyzer, GG, I, 732. 
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leads to very different results from the views advanced by Meillet. 
The process starts with the almost imperceptible change of the 
root-final 9 in (veF)yAvd—¢ and érrAo9-lx which, for very different 
reasons, became veniv- and érydvota and introduced the first 
ripple of restructuring in the system of derivatives from the root 
eu The change was supported by the existence of future 
fAe0copat which, of course, represents éAcvd-couat, not Zéiet- 
couar !, The next step was the formation of (xaT)fÀucw on the 
existing pattern of -ola/—o1c, The still productive system of 
related nouns in -Tys¢/-cta/—-o1g then led to the emergence of 
émyavTns which in due course gave rise to npoonàuvtevw and this, 
in its turn, to the back-formation mpooyAvtoc. The last innovation 
was šmfÀuroç, replacing at the beginning of our era the earlier 
&mn^oóTng just as this ousted in its turn the still earlier ExyAue. 

It now remains to fit into this general picture the singular 
perfect forms éAyAvuev Gute, They occur in three fifth c. 
fragments quoted by Hephaestio in the Enchiridion (ed. M. Cons- 
bruck, 1906, 6 line 15 f.) where he discusses the fact that muta 
cum liquida often leaves a preceding short vowel anceps. He 
criticizes the view of Heliodoros that m following a mute is less 
suited to make the syllable anceps than any other liquid, although 
Heliodoros quoted in support of his view a line of Cratinus in 
which éXAuusv was used instead of eAnAvduev: 


onol Zë ó 'HoóBopoc zé u emigepdpevoy povo FtTov THY Ginn 
ÓYpOv xotg roly y tote free < vào > ouXAxAc Sid voUvo xal 
Koativog év toig Xslpceot merotynxe 

oxy uiv Xetpwves Edndvucy OS brodjnacg...? 
avtl tod EX Suv. 


But, says Hephaestio, this is false, for there are many examples 
of this phenomenon both in other poets and in Cratinus. He 
then gives instances of xu(2) and ðu (I) and points out that 


* On this point see p. 27 fn. I. 
2 Fragmenta Comicorum Atticorum, ed. Kock, I, 1880, 84, frg. 235; Ed- 
monds, The fragments of Attic comedy, Y, 1957, 108 frg. 235. 
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£)^^uusv is used in other metres, too, as for instance by Achaeus, 
who also uses the corresponding 2nd plural dure: 


TÒ duu sdetauev xal Ev Zoe Vërpoc ovvy~Iwo «brote AE- 
yousvov, óc nap "Aale Zu Kixve 

Küxvou ðè xpGT« mpóc 9óuouc Ziiuueg : 
map’ d xal Td 8e0vepóv Zoe d&xorobduc medcwnov 

TOLODdS re xpóc OÓóuouc EANAUTE?. 


At first sight, Hephaestio's argument seems rather strange. 
But the lines quoted seem trustworthy. Heliodoros had maintained 
that muta cum m usually made position and was therefore disliked 
in hexameters; in support he quoted Cratinus’ é\yAvuev which, 
he thought, was used instead of the inconvenient éAyAuduev. 
Hephaestio rebutted this thesis by giving examples of xu and dy 
not making position and pointing out that éAyAvuev as well as 
cAnAvte were used not only by Cratinus but also by Achaeus. 
One does not quite know what to make of Hespaestio's cuvios 
«ürtoig Acyouevov. It seems to suggest that the poets (others 
apparently besides the two quoted) used these forms ‘ habitually ' 
or, perhaps more likely, 'according to common usage' (the 
cuv$9ew)?, If the meaning intended is ‘habitually’, we can 
only say that no further mention of these forms is found else- 
where. If we are to understand that the forms were ' colloquial ', 
we must regard them as transient innovations since the writers 
of the next century clearly avoid them and there is no trace of 
their survival in later times either. In either case, there is no 
reason to doubt that the forms were used in the passages quoted, 
even if one may doubt whether they were in general use. But 
in the present context the main point is not this. The question 
is how are these forms to be interpreted: are they evidence for a 
verbal stem &Xu— or must they be explained in a different way? 

Fortunately, we possess two fix points along the line of deve- 
lopment, Homeric Greek on the one hand, and fourth century 


* Fragmenta Tragicorum Graecorum, ed, Nauck; 752, fr. 24. 

? ibid. 757, ft. 43. 

3 In view of the evidence quoted, 2AyjAvuev cannot be described as coming 
from Attic comedy (Schwyzer, GG, I, 7697). 
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Attic on the other. It is along this line that the fifth century 
forms must be placed somewhere and somehow. 
In Homer, the perfect forms actually attested are as follows: 


perfect pluperfect participle 
I. sg. ELANA ovo 
(&x— &n—-) cdAnAvda 


2. sg. etAnroudac ei Aov9 óc 
3. sg. cidnAoude etAnAovdet 
(an—JeAnrvde sANAOVIAS 


I. pl. e ou9 uev 


It is generally recognized that s/Aou?« is metrically leng- 
thened from éA/ovda, the regular perfect of the root &Aev9—, 
formed with Attic reduplication and the —o-grade of the root. 
In ablauting verbs the dual and plural had the nil-grade of the 
root and there can be no doubt that the regular athematic r. pl. 
&XfjAu9usv is concealed behind the manuscript form &UXAou9usv 
which had been given the vocalism of the singular in our tradition *. 
The participle eAyjAovdas (or si-) likewise represents an origina: 
éAnAveFO>s which, after the loss of digamma, became unmetrical 
and was corrected by introducing —ou—2. This vocalism was 
regular in the pluperfect éAnAovdex, the 3 sg. of which is repre- 
sented by siXwAo)9et, metrically lengthened and contracted 
from £XrAob9se 3, 

But the original alternation eAnAovda/érAyAvduev was soon 
regularized, partly by eliminating the alternation — in this single 
case in favour of the weak form * — partly by extending the —x— 
vowel to the plural, thus arriving at ednrvda/érnrdduuev, the 
Attic norm in Classical times. The regularized paradigm, at least 


* This was recognized by Naber who proposed restoring sidnAvdpuey to 
Homer, see Wackernagel, Perfekium 17 f. = KSchr. 1014 f. 

2 Cf. Hom. «eveuyoc, replacing earlier tervy fog, found in Mycenaean 
tetukowoa. But here the replacement was real, while in ZAvjAou$oc it is purely 
metrical. See Risch, Wédg., 291 f., Leumann, «Celtica», 3, 1955, 247. 

3 This statement is based on the assumption that the pluperfect behaved 
in the same way as the perfect, i.e. had the o-grade in the singular, the nil- 
grade in dual and plural. This is borne out by szemoí9ex/énémi9Qes, Ecxeu 
étutny (= FeFotuet/FeFixtyy, see Chantraine, GH, I°, 497 f). 

4 Compare the regular type mépevya, uéxcvda, véveuy«. 
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as far as the generalization of the nil-grade is concerned, goes 
back to late-epic times, as is shown by the use of Aug, 
—Afu9e in Miad 24 and the Odyssey. We cannot be quite so 
certain that the extension of —x—- to the plural (and dual) was 
also accomplished by that date. But the forms éAyAvdapev and 
dual éAv$9ecov are used by Plato and Isocrates '. 

This is then the framework within which we must seek to 
understand the curious forms šAñAuuev, &Xfwre. On the strength 
of early £AfjAu9usv we can posit a 2. pl. *éAjAvd-te which would 
have developed into *éAnjAvode. Wackernagel suggested there- 
fore? that *éAnAvode which showed a peculiar ‘ middle’ ending, 
was refashioned to éAndute and this led to the creation of a new 
I. pl. dung, But this explanation cannot be accepted. Even 
if an original *éAjdvode had been ‘ reactivated’, the result could 
not have been éAfAute but only *éAyAvote.. This is clearly shown 
by the Homeric méxaode (Aristarchus' reading for the vulgate 
méroove) which could never have been replaced by *nénate and 
a Ir pl. *nérapev is plainly inconceivable. When the time did 
come for a change (by levelling), the new forms were neróvðapev 
TETOVIKTE just as *EAHAUIUEV *EANAVGdE were replaced by érnAvdauuev 
EANAVD. ATE 3, 


* See Plato, Red. 445 4, Laws 683 e; Isocrates XIV 51 ((éAnrAddapev); Pla- 
to, Gorgias 487 č (édAnAdbSavrov). 

2 Perfektum 18 = KSchr. 1015. 

3 It is interesting to observe that in an earlier paper (< KZ », 33, 1893, 32 
= KSchr. 711) Wackernagel had suggested that Hom. éypyyopSe was built 
on a 2. sg. *éyphyopSa—¢ after elAndovdacg: *éAfAuc9e, and Zrpmeépäaet after 
nmérovoaug: nenóvðaci, while £yofjyop9e further produced the middle éyphyoeSar. 
Alternatively, he suggested, &yprjyop9e and éypnyopda: were true middle forms, 
to wich an active éypnyép0%o. was added. He thought that the latter was 
the more likely assumption. Later (A kzentstudien III, Göttinger Gelehrte Nach- 
richten, 1914, 98 = K Schr. 1155), he reversed the order and regarded éypnydp- 
Dao as formed after its opposite *0e8óp9«ot, and éypyyopSe after *3éOopOc 
(from *8é3op9c), the latter giving rise to &yprjyop9o1. In a paper written some 
fifteen years ago (< Egyetemes Philologiai Közlöny », 70, Budapest 1947, 100-102), 
I found, without knowing of Wackernagel’s solution, the same explanation 
for éypyyopsact, and I still regard it as correct (face Chantraine, Histoire du 
parfatt grec, 1927, 29 f.; « BSL», 33, 1932, 88 £.; also GH, I?, 429). But èyp'hyopte 
cannot be formed after a *8£8op9z since the latter never existed. Between 
*8éüpxo9s (from *Se—Spad—te, earlier *de-drth-te) and *Seðoptare there was 
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If then the early *éX/Avo9e cannot provide a bridge to 
EXfAuusv, we must look for an explanation that is. in closer 
accord with chronology. Although £AvyAó9agev, erynAddate are 
not frequent in literature and first appear in Plato, there can be 
little doubt that these were the regular forms in fifth century 
Attic. Now the speakers were well aware that in the perfect 
system there were peculiar alternations between shorter and 
longer forms. The norm still was, for instance, forme téðvyxa 
8£0otx« in the singular but Zocauey té9vayev dédtuev in the 
plural. Even more peculiar were the alternations found in Éot- 
xx where the ‘normal’ éotxapev—éotxact contrasted with less 
favoured Zotrue loo, (Soph., Eur., Aristoph.). That such 
alternations did lead to arbitrary creations 1s demonstrated by 
the form dédoryuev (instead of Seðolxayev) quoted by Herodian 
and the Etymologicum Magnum; for it clearly shows that its 
creator, overlooking the fact that historically only 980v and 
deSolxxuev were justifiable, was led on by, say, čoixa/čovyuev 
to try his déSorypev. His attempt was doomed to failure — if 
lack of response must be judged so harshly. In the case of £X? 
éhynAvdauev it was also tempting to find some shorter form, one 
that would have an archaic flavour, as so many of the shorter 
forms did; educated men knew that such peculiarities were Homeric 
and therefore hallowed. The feeling that the «stem» was in 
reality (4)nAv— was fostered by the existence of —yAvota, —TAuouç, 
avte, especially as by the fifth century the paradigm &Aebco- 


no room for a *8s8op9e which would have been functionally (as a distinctive 
unit) quite useless. Since éypyyoeve occurs only twice (ZZ 7, 371 = 18, 299), 
in the phrase uv/cao9e ual éyenyopSe, it seemed to me that éypryop9e repla- 
ced an *éypyyopte under the influence of the preceding pvjoacde. This still 
seems to me better than the assumption that éypyyopde_ is transformed from 
*éyonyoote after a 2. sg. *éyphjyoed: (Schwyzer, GG, I, 800°). The alleged pa- 
rallels, Xvox9e (and &voy9o) after &voy $t, and xéxpayde (to which we may add 
éxt—xexpayde from Pollux 5, 85, see Wackernagel, Perfektum 18! = KSchr. 
1015") cannot serve their purpose because in them the group —x9— as a whole 
acted on —xt— in the original *&vwxte, *xéxpaxte etc.; it is also impossible 
to regard éyp/jyop9e (and d&vwye) as middle forms (Chantraine, Hist. du parf., 
48 £., apparently dropped in GZ, I?, 429), since, apart from these ' ambiguous ' 
forms, only active forms are found. Finally, the middle infinitive éypyyoedas in 
the late Doloneia (ZZ. 10, 67) is clearly ventured on the strength of éypyyopte. 


n uci lot, ee, ae 
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por | HAdov | ue cannot have shown any cohesion for the 
speakers *. From here it was only a small step to hazard the omis- 
sion of —-da— as an unnecessary element, a later accretion as it 
were, comparable to the ‘ omission’ of —x«—- in *0vauev in contrast 
to ve9vAx«usv etc. The reduction of &xAó9«puev to Zug, 
and of &xvó9ere to ëtt was probably felt to gain further 
justification from such cases as Homeric Bebocoi- Jo) which also 
appeared in a ' shortened’ form GeBoc— in, e.g., Befpoc. 

That such a venture should appear in the work of two play- 
wrights is not surprising if one considers that their working life 
almost coincided (roughly 450-420 B.C.) It may have been, 
and probably was, a favourite ‘game’ of a small circle. Need- 
less to say, the new forms also had metrical advantages over the 
old, and current, forms. 

The interpretation just advanced is clinched by a number 
of verbal forms which are just as wilfully and drastically curtailed. 
Athenaeus devotes an extensive chapter (Dipnosophist. X 20, 
422€ — 4232) to various perfect forms of &ptoví&o and 3evéo. 
The forms recorded are "7jpíov&psv, Tptovávat and Sedetrviuey, 
dedetmvavat. The passages quoted are from Aristophanes (fr. 249, 
464, 496), Hermippus (fr. 60), Plato Com. (fr. 144), Theopompus 
(fr. 22) on the one hand, Antiphanes (fr. 143) Eubulus (fr. 91-2), 
Epicrates (fr. 1) and Alexis (fr. 109) on the other. In other words, 
the forms are used in Old Comedy just as extensively as in Middle 
Comedy. Yet, being denominative formations, &ptovío and 
deimvéw could only have the regular weak formations, jeloryxe« | 
hprorhxauev | Horotyxévat and Sedelnvyxa | Sedernvyxapev | Seëe. 
mvyxévat, note especially Homeric ðeðenvýxew (Od. 17, 359) 
and Att. édedetnvqxecav (Antipho 1, 18). It is therefore clear 
that 7jlovXuev | jptotavat, Sedeinveuev | Sedernvevat are inno- 


* The gloss 2Autaw Epyetat Hes. is not from the shorter root é\v— (Sch- 
wyzer, GG, I, 681, see also Wackernagel, Perfektum 18 = KSchr. 1015) but 
a poetic ÉAovat = SA, made possible by the coexistence of eldAdw/érta. 
Cp. cirvéuny (Soph. PAzloct. 291, where the scholiast notes: siAoÓp mv èno- 
peuvóuny" giiAnoc yao 7j Tropela), ciAvduevocg (ikid. 702) and the noun sÜAuotq 
‘crawling, wriggling along ’; for the usage cf. Zoe ‘crawl, go’. 
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vations?, But they are not «jocular» formations °, they are 
begotten of dire necessity. All the forms occur in iambic trimeters 
and thus the restrictions placed on these forms were severe. Thus 
Sedetnvryjxauev as well as Sedermvyxévat could not be used either 
at the beginning or, in normal circumstances, at the end of a line. 
In fact, the only way in which, subject to restrictions concerning 
the resolution of the Zongum 3, either of these forms could pro- 
perly be placed was 


Sate de|Serrvqjxapev "ND kee EEN 


For 9e8evrv/xxuev (but not for dedeimvnxévet) a further possibility 
Was 

ed dedetr | vyxaæpev TOME SEE AE 
In no other way could either of these forms be accommodated 
within the line. For e@tozfwaugv and Apioryxévat the restric- 
tions would at first sight seem to be less severe. Both can fill the 
end of a trimeter. In the rest of the line, however, the only possible 
collocation is 

cu Alpiorhxapey Colo oc. 
But this applies only to hpiorhxauev while Jevomxévas can be 
placed only as 

Su Alprotynéval[G o. 

If the poets did not want to avoid these perfect forms altogether 
— an almost unendurable predicament seeing that on account of 
their meaning there was a growing demand for these verbs in 
comedy — they had to have recourse to a drastic procedure. On 
the pattern of čornxa | čorăuev | Eotdvat (and similar verbs) they 
could venture to introduce the novel inflection jetotyxa« | holo- 
tăuey | hprorávar and dedetrvyxa | Sedetrvapev | Sedernvavat, and they 
did. It is worth noting that out of 9 metrical quotations — the 
rest are single words — 6 show the offending form at the end of 


* This was recognized by Osthoff, Zur Geschichte des Perfekts im Indo- 
germanischen, 1884, 361 f., as against the antiquated view still found in van 
Leeuwen's Enchiridium dictionis epicae, 1918?, 309V. 

2 Schwyzer, GG, I, 774". 

3 For the statements concerning resolutions made here and further on, 
see Descroix, Le trimétre iambique, 1931, 183-194. I am indebted to my 
colleague, Mr. Eric W. Handley for this reference and for discussing the metrical 
points involved. 
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the line and two at the beginning. Even more interesting is the 
fact that SeSeirvayev is found twice (Alexis 109, Eubulus 9r), 
both times at the end of line; that dedeumvévat occurs three times 
at the end (Aristoph. 249, 464; Antiphanes 143), once at the 
beginning of line (Epicrates 1); that jplotayev appears once at 
the beginning (Theopompus 22) and once (Aristoph. 496) at the 
end of line. This shows that Sedeinvayev is used only where (at 
the end of line) dedeimvyxaxuev was impossible. The same applies 
to Sedeimvavat, except that in one additional case (Eubulus 92) 
it fills the fourth and fifth feet (Sedernvavar mga) where dedet- 
mvynxévat would have been impossible. Similarly, jplotapev 
appears where (beginning of line) 7jptovzx«usv could not be used; 
only at the end of line would hptorhxapev have caused no offence 
but in the one instance we have (Aristoph. 496) ‘nplotapev is 
used instead. It is quite clear that the poets felt compelled to 
adopt this way out. We can also be fairly certain that our conclu- 
sion is based on the whole evidence since the way in which Athe- 
naeus gleans these forms from the most disparate comedies shows 
that he presents everything he could lay his hands on. And we 
may now recall that, in the two lines quoted from Achaeus, 
Aide édnAvte also fill the end of line where again the longer 
forms would have been impossible. This cannot be mere coinci- 
dence. Rather does it show that the poets, when pressed by the 
exigencies of metre, made bold to create forms that were not 
current in everyday speech but could easily be fitted into the 
structure of the language. 

Finally, we cannot overlook that the assertion that é\yAvuev 
éknAute were part of a primeval paradigm produces a pattern 
incredible at any level of synchrony. For even those who derive 
these forms from a root £Àu- do not, as far as I can see, assert 
that this root was ever used in any other verbal form: It will 


* It is strange to see Schwyzer insist that £Aeócouat need not be from 
£Acu9—couxt (GG, I, 704). But in that case why is there no trace of a future 
*éhéouat or *ékedouat from the original *&Acó—couot ? Surely with a verb of such 
frequent use it is not unreasonable to expect that the old future should sur- 
vive, at least in vestigial forms, especially as, if it existed, it could not be 
influenced by the aorist, which was so different, or by a present that was not 
in use. 
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be agreed that in the perfect system it is impossible to imagine 
any stage of Greek at which the paradigm was *éAnhof—a, *&Xf- 
Ae Da, *EXQAoF—e, *&XfAu-pev, *EXfAu-ve, Së So (P-o < 
-u-wtt P?) Even if one were inclined to start from this set for 
Proto-Greek, it had been changed to £&X/Aou9« / ¿AYAuSuev by 
Homer's time, and, in the living speech, to é\ndvda / £xfjuSuev 
(as is shown by the Odyssey and Iliad 24), possibly even huba | 
EXnAó)xuev. For the 5th century we must certainly acknowledge 
EXfAo9« | EAnAvPauev as the only living paradigm. Those who 
consider &AfjAou9« / EAnrovdac | &XfjAou9e | EAndvuev | Bndrute | Ga. 
Aó94ot as an inherited paradigm should at least try to point 
out one other case of similar suppletivism. 

Although much detail will never be filled in, the overall 
picture arises with, to my mind, irresistible force before our eyes. 
From an early, regular pattern of alternations, £Aeu9— | ¿Àou9— / 
éhud-, distributed over the three non-present tenses (éAedcouae | 
£AfjiouS« | 4A090v) *, there arose in non-verbal derivatives forms, 
in particular —Àuc, ~—yAvot« and -/Auotc, that carried in them 


* The productivity of the root is shown by Cretan émedetoa: ' to bring’ 
(= ‘to make come’) in the Gortyn Code (cf. also Ibycus' ÉAevoxv) and perf. 
inf. &g.qeAeAeu9ev. The former is, of course, based on the future &Aeboopuat 
which acquired a transitive counterpart (cf. othoonat: othow etc.) In £Ae0co, 
attested in Doric &Asuoio: oloc Hes. Since the aorist (on which see Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 755 f. Leumann, «Glotta », 32, 1953, 206?) is based on the future, we 
cannot maintain that éActoa: is from šAgu— (Benveniste, Origines, 191), espe- 
cially as the root šÀgu9— is also the basis of the Doric present Ae: čëpyouat 
Hes. Important are in this context the Cretan perf. inf. &uqoeAcAcu9ev and 
the Cyrenaean participle x«veAnAsu$ui«. Their peculiar vocalism is ascribed 
by Schwyzer (GG, I, 7695) to the subjunctive and masculine participle of the 
perfect and to the future. But the widespread assumption that the perfect 
subjunctive had e-vocalism (e.g. Schwyzer 765; Chantraine, GH, I?, 420) is ba- 
sed on the single verb ota: ¢f3(é)w, while the norm is, already in Homer, 
represented by mezoifouev. Similarly, the alleged e-vocalism of the masculine 
participle is confined to ofda, as has been shown by Leumann («Celtica >, 3, 
1955, 241 f.). In the absence of these two sources, only the future would seem 
to remain as a possible model for £àgAeu9—. But, as has been pointed out above, 
the stem-form éAeu$9— does appear in the present £Aeó9o. In any case, there 
can be no doubt that éAyAevd« is a refashioning of the old éAnAovda after the 
basic stem-form &Aeu$—, just as (Homeric) xéxevde meqgebyot tereug (note 
Mycen. vetuyFoc!) are refashioned after see gevym tedyw, and not some 
mysterious forms of the perfect. 
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the necessity of structural reinterpretation, of a shift in morpheme 
boundaries, at a later level of synchrony. Hence the possibility 
of forming —yAvrTys, —nàutevw, —AAvtOS, but also the doomed 
venture of £Afjuusv, Aida, For anyone preoccupied with the 
history of Greek rather than Indo-European prehistory, the facts 
speak plain language. They also show unmistakably that 7A9ov 
is the successor of HAvtov and thus bear out the feeling of the 
unsophisticated that Zog is syncopated from  Au9ov. 

It seemed worthwhile to discuss this case in detail because 
it shows the innate resistance of many linguists to facing the lead 
given by the facts. In the eyes of some scholars, almost any 
explanation, however ill-founded or contrived, seems preferable 
to a conclusion which clashes with long-held theoretical views. 
In the present case the ‘sacred cow’ is the nature of musical 
accent, its ‘incompatibility’ with vowel-loss. But the duty of 
the linguistic historian is to marshall the evidence and allow it 
to speak for itself. Precoriceived ideas must be ruled out of court. 


2) The Odyssey uses an —o-stem noun wopvo— three times. 
Twice it is associated with the noun Nor ` múpvoy xal xotbAny 
(17,12), xotúňņy xat mUevov (15,312), the governing verb being 
‘give’ or ‘reach’. The third time, it is a neuter plural: v$pv« 
ward uvrnotüoxc ayelpo. (17,362). On the strength of this evi- 
dence it is now generally assumed that the noun is an —oe-stem 
neuter (see LSJ s.v.) But the ancient lexicographers were quite 
clear about its being a masculine, at least in the singular. It is 
given in the form mpvog by, e.g., Apion, Apollonius Sophista, 
and the Suda. Even in the scholia to the Odyssey (BHQ), where 
it is. explicitly stated that tò yévoc &yAov map zéi oc, the 
word is given nonetheless as v)pvoc, and Hesychius has, in addi- 
tion, both mUpvor and xpva. It seems therefore that the singular 
mpvog must be regarded as beyond dispute while the plural could 
be either Túpvot or mUpva; in the nominal inflection a close parallel 
is found in xÓxAoc, xbxAot, nc, 

The lexicographers are just as unanimous in circumscribing 
the meaning of the word. Thus we find the following statements: 


Apollonius Sophista (138,6 f., Bekker): mbpvov thy cvroOociav, tpo- 
Pv... A 9& "Asien zé uiv núpva ovra, tov Zë mbpvov Pwuóv. 
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Hesychius: mÓpvoc* Vouóc. 
núpvot' Geral xvnotmders 7) ó xaTELpyacuévas groe, KAAoL yÓproc, 
&XXov mayida. x«l oddetépuc TÈ "ONG, 

Suda: ugoe: to Grëng tod kptov. 


According to Athenaeus (Dipnosoph. 114 de) the glossographer 
Philemon! zÓpvov yol xaActodor tov èx "up donotwv yivóuevov 
&etov x«l mavta èv Gau eyovta. 

No less clear is the view of the lexicographers about the 
derivation of the word. As the Odyssey-scholia put it: múpvog 
éotl múptvoç pouès &xó ToU mupóc, ó aitoc (BHQ).. It is one of 
the less helpful services of comparative philologists to have cast 
doubt on this interpretation. Fick was the first to suggest, on the 
strength of the variation seen in Top: ait&dés vt, Topdvav" Layton 
and xópuv9oc* wang bouósç (all from Hesychius only), that mvevog 
had a labiovelar and the whole group belonged with Skt. carvati 
‘chews, grinds’ and ezzma- ‘ powder, flour’ ?. He was followed 
by his faithful disciple, Bechtel, who roundly declared that the 
derivation from -upóc was false?. But he was careful to omit 
xopuvdos and refused to consider the ' details’ of the comparison 
with the Sanskrit forms. Walde, who did try to elucidate these 
«minutiae », suggested that an original *£",rzzo- developed into 
Greek *4,7uno- which then became *5,runo-, *purunos, and even- 
tually x$pvoc ^, Walde did not concern himself with the morpholo- 
gical aspects of the problem, although this, too, would have called 
for comment. For, if cavvaté reflects a thematized root *Z"erz-, 
a formation like *Zv,ruzo— is impossible; note that no such form- 
ation is found with *genu, *deru and similar well-established 
—u—stems, obviously because the norm was *Z"rz-4o0- etc. But 
even if we confine our attention to the phonological points, Walde's 
explanation must be judged unacceptable. First of all, in view of 
the Greek variants, Walde must assume not only an IE(!) *£",runo- 
to account for mipvoc, but also a *Z*eruzo- for rop, allegedly 
from *«epóvx, and even a *k”orund for mopdvav, ‘unless this be 


* Late third, early second century B.C., see «RE», XIX (1938), 21503: f. 
2 «BB», 16, 1890, 284. 

3 Lextl., 1914, 290. 

^ Stand und Aufgaben der Shrachwissenschaft, 1924, 168-169. 
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an Aeolic form for *toptv%’, This is obviously impossible and 
only shows that we are wrong in trying to force all assonant 
words meaning ‘food’ into the strait jacket of one formula. 
Secondly, the alleged IE *£%,runo-— is said to have developed into 
*h5aruno- and, by assimilation, to *$,ruzo- etc. Now once the 
subsequent. stage *puruno— is reached, we can have no objection 
to Walde's assumption that the second z was absorbed so that 
mupyo— was obtained; this would agree with our own line of 
thought'. The difficulty is with the earlier stages. We cannot 
agree that *paruno— would have given *5,ruzo-. Wherever we 
find assimilation of z to a following oju, the result is the mid-vowel 
o, never the high-vowel 2. Therefore, while *zerunā > *torund, 
or *$aruno- > *poruno— would be in order, *paruno— > *puruno— 
would be unparalleled. We might of course point out that scho 
from *Z"e£"Jos does show assimilation beyond the limits just 
indicated — obviously on account of the labiovelar surrounding ? — 
and assume that a similar, more extreme, assimilation occurred 
in *£”eruno— (or *k”,runo—). But in that case the labiovelar would 
have been delabialized (*&"uruno- > *buruno-) and there would 
be no justification for x-. Walde was well aware that the labializ- 
ation of labiovelars had to be very early for his purpose and he 
did not shrink back from assuming that it occurred before the 
'reduced' vowels had reached their final shape, pushing the 
process far back into a dialectal period of Indo-European. But 
today we know that the labialization is post-Mycenaean, so 
that this way out is barred. 

It appears then that the derivation of vOpvoc from *Z"eruzo- 
(or *£",ruz0)- is impossible from the Greek point of view. But 
we can safely rule out the Indian member of the equation, too. 
The fact that Skt. carvati appears in Middle Indian as (Pali) cappeti 
and (Prakrit) cavuza points to an earlier alternation carv-[car— 
and this is certainly not an Indo-European feature. It supports 
Burrow's claim that carvati is a Dravidian loan ^. 


* This is also accepted by J. B. Hofmann, Etymologisches Wörterbuch 
der griechischen Sprache, 1950, 291. 

2 Schwyzer, GG, I, 255 f. 

3 Szemerényi, « AION-L », 2, 1960, 15. 

4 See Burrow, « BSOAS », 12, 1947, 378. Mayrhofer's objection, Ezym. 
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These considerations show that the attractions of external 
comparison are rather superficial. The meaning of 7¥pvog on the 
other hand unmistakably speaks in favour of the ancient etymo- 
logists and most modern scholars accept the derivation from 7upóc. 
If so, mbpvog is an adjective indicating material, originally probably 
mupvos proc, cf. LSJ: * wheaten bread’. But what exactly is the 
structure of the word? The analysis 7vp-vo-' is clearly impossible 
since the stem of ' wheat’ is xupo-, not xup-, and *$Zro- is postu- 
lated by our evidence even for Indo-European. Moreover, the 
adjectives of material are formed with -—tvo-, not —o—2 This 
means that tUpvosg must be from mUptvog — as the ancients thought 3 
— with the 7 lost in the same way as the z of Däuäoy was lost. 


3) As is known, the Greek patronymic type Aewvida¢ "A3. 
xusavyióat “Yreptovldns appears in some areas with —wvda¢ and 
even —ovda¢. Before we can discuss this formation we must try 
to establish the facts, because here, too, there has been a lamen- 
table tendency of exaggerating either the geographic extent or 
the age of the phenomenon. 

The formation with —avda¢ is well attested for a large mainland 
area, with its centre, it would appear, in Boeotia. The facts are 
as follows. 

In Boeotia —wvda¢ is more wide-spread than anywhere else 
in the Greek-speaking lands *. Note: Attavdac “Aonactavdac Atoyt- 
csaveas “Enauwovdas “Eopamvdac. 


Dict., Ll, 379, is not decisive, especially in view of Kuiper’s comment quoted 
by him. Machek’s combination of the Sanskrit word with Slav *Zorve ‘ox’ 
(«KZ », 64, 1937, 262) cannot be accepted and thus does not save an IE *k”erw-, 
and the combination of Welsh pori ‘graze, eat, pasture’ with carvatz (Fowkes, 
« Word p, 2, 1945, 49) has been rightly rejected by Pokorny («ZCP», 25, 
1955, 87). 

= Chantraine, Formation 195; Risch, Wédg. 92. Schwyzer, GG, I, 480, 
is hesitant, although he accepts the connection with ‘ wheat’, 

? For Homer, see Risch, Whdg., 93. 

3 Attic xóptvog is of interest both because it shows the expected forma- 
tion and because it presents a different variant from that found in Homeric 
Greek. It is possible that miptvoc underwent syncope only in the meaning 
* wheaten bread’ while as a material-adjective it retained its original form. 
Note also that the gender variation of the word, discussed at the beginning of 
this section, is accounted for by its adjectival origin. I 

^ See Bechtel, Griech. Dial., 1, 1921, 265; Thumb-Scherer, Gr. Dial., II, 44. 
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In Thessaly, the type is attested by a few examples only, e.g. 
Acoby8ac Dovuvavdac. 

In Phocis, especially at Delphi, —ev9«c is found in large 
numbers *; cf. Aloyoudvdag Kredvdac Bevavdac ‘Iepavdag 'Apyow- 
das Ilatpavdacg Dirravdac. 

The type in —wvSac is also frequent in Megarian 2, cf. Avavdsac 
Awpadvdac “Heavdag Matpavdac Lapavdac Orravdac. In the Eastern 
Greek dialect area, the formation is found in Euboea, where 
—avdns¢ is frequent, e.g. “Apyavdyg Krcavdne Bevavdys lloneovonc 
Xunavdys Xapwovdys at Eretria, Huzzóvógç at Styra 3, etc. 

From Cos two forms are quoted, both functioning as names 
of a collegiate body (in the gen. ), Utpavdév I oxAovó&v +, formed 
from tov ILóAAcov. 

The formation in —@vda¢ has been claimed for additional 
areas. Thus it is usually asserted that it is found in Lesbian, 
Corinthian and Sicilian also 5. But for all these the evidence is 
either non-existent or unacceptable. Lesbian was added to this 
group by Bechtel on the strength of DeSmvdac in an inscription 
of Pergamon. The inscription lists a group of 9éxpot, giving 
their name, followed by the fathers name in incomplete form. 
The person in question, for instance, is DewWavdag Ai, According 
to Bechtel the name Peidavdac is certainly Lesbian: «denn dass 
die apot dem lesbischen Sprachgebiet angehören macht der 
Name Kéíxoc, der auf der Liste hergestellt werden kann (1), 
sicher». The logic of this argument seems rather strange and 
certainly anything but cogent. The stone shows only Kat as the 
father's name and no one can tell what it was. It is just possible 


* Solmsen, Betträge zur griechischen Wortforschung, Y (—.Beztráge), 1909, 99; 
Bechtel, Griech. Dial., YI, 118; Thumb-Kieckers, Gr. Dial., I, 279. 

2 Bechtel, Grzech. Dial., ll, 185; Thumb-Kieckers, Gr. Dial., I, 141. 

3 IG, XII 9, 56, l. 134. 

4 Bechtel, Griech. Dial., I, 63; II, 579; Thumb-Kieckers, Gr. Dial., I, 204; 
Schwyzer, Delectus, 250, 1; Herzog, in: Collitz-Bechtel, 27, IV, 507; « Archiv 
für Religionswissenschaft », 10, 1907, 402. 

5 Solmsen, Beiträge, 99 f. (Lesbian not included); Bechtel, Griech. Dial., 
I, 63; Thumb-Kieckers, Gr. Dial., I, 279; Thumb-Scherer, Gr. Dial., II, 281 
(Lesbian not mentioned). 

° M. Frankel, Zuschriften von Pergamon (Altertiimer von Pergamon, VII) 
I, 1890, 3; O. Hofmann, Griechische Dialekte, IL, 1893, 145. 
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that it was K&txoc which occurs as a personal name: But this 
is a far cry from establishing as a certainty that Oe36v3«c was 
a Lesbian. There is nothing to show the 'nationality ' of the 
9éxpot. The only point that is beyond dispute is that Dedavdac 
cannot come from the Attic-Ionic dialect area; beyond this, there 
is only a strong presumption that he (or his father) must have 
come from the mainland area where this type is well authenticated. 

We must not forget that the 9&xpot were visitors, not local 
inhabitants. Equally important is that according to the first 
editor, the writing indicates that the inscription is hardly later 
than the early third century B.C. But this period, the tumul- 
tuous time of the diadochi, is also one in which we can hardly 
expect people to remain tied to their native soil. Even if we could 
be certain that Xe ovóac came from Lesbos itself, this would 
no more prove that —wvda¢ was an indigenous Lesbian formation 
than the fact that a Direvdes or an archon (I) Xexpóv9«c are found 
at Athens? guarantees that —ovówç was a genuine patronymic 
formation of Attic. 

Corinthian and Sicilian are included because the type occurs 
at Syracuse?. But the Syracusan evidence is nothing more than 
the use of the name Dovas by Theocritus: 4,1, 7j pa Povia; 
5,II4 of ré DrrAwvda. As against this, we have Dirwvidac Drrwvida 
at Akrai ^, which seems much more important than a poet’s usage. 
For we must not overlook that in the heroic verse Theocritus 
could not use the form ®Awvidag (_U_), only -evàxc, so that 
even if his form was PtAwvidas he had to resort to the shape given 
this name in another area, if he wanted to use it. Nor is the Corin- 
thian use of —wvda¢ proved by the existence of Aevcovüac Lixvaviog 
the sculptor °. He worked around 300 B.C. and may have come 
from some other area. 


* 


t See L. Robert, Études épigraphiques et philologiques, 1938, 2004. 

2 Cf. Demosth. 49,26: Dtrrovday, ğvðpa tò ev yévog Meyapéa, pertot- 
xoŭvra 9 'AÜfvqot; Aeschines 3,27: Gol Xoupov8ou &pyovtog. See Solmsen, 
Beitrdge, 100 f. 

3 Solmsen, Beiträge, 99. 

4 IG, XIV, 217. 

5 Mentioned by Pausanias VI 17, 5, and, possibly the same person, on 
IG, VII, 2472, 2 (at Thebes!). 
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It appears then that the geographical area of the type in 
~—wvdac covers Thessaly Boeotia Phocis Megara Euboea. This is 
a clear, coherent block and there can be little doubt that into 
Euboea and Megara at any rate the type penetrated from Boeotia. 
Whether we can go further and try to pin down the phenomenon 
to any one of the remaining three areas seems rather more doubtful. 
Whereas with Phocis and Boeotia one might assume spread from 
either to the other, with Thessaly, i.e. Larissa and Gyrton, spread 
from the South seems more difficult. Apart from this compact 
area, —wvdac¢ is only found in Cos, a phenomenon that will be 
discussed later. 

Beside the type in —vda¢ there is also a variant in —óvOac. 
Here the facts are even more difficult to ascertain‘. 

For Boeotia the type —óv9«c is claimed on the strength of 
epigraphic Apa[mlovdac 2, “Heuatovdas 3, Xapdvdact, But we must 
note that Apoxovóeç appears in the 3rd century, “Eppamvdac 
(OwnBailoc) is attested for the 5th century (Thuc. 3, 5, 4) and 
Xapdovdac — or rather Xap[olvdac, since its o is damaged — appears 
in an inscription which also has Katgroodopw for —dwew (gen.). 

For Thessalian we have the name of KaAcévdac, of Krannon, 
who is admitted to the citizenship of Larissa 5, and Epóv83o 5, 
But the latter form, found in an inscription of the late-Classical 
(?, fourth c. «ni fallor», ZG) or even post-Classical period, listing 
families of Larissa, appears not only side by side with 'AcuXoUv8ot 
but, more important, with Bodtovvidea: whose first o stands for ou 
as is shown by BovdAtovvetog in the other inscription’, so that 
we must regard Evpovdas as standing for Evpotvsa. from Etpavda 8, 

The most astonishing case is that of Megarian. Bechtel 


t Thumb-Scherer, Gr. Dial., lI, 44. 

2 IG, VII, 2812, 14; 3rd c. 

3 /bzd.,'2947. 

4 Ibid., 3408. 

5 IG, IX, 2, 517, 52; 214 B.C. (= Schwyzer, Delectus, 590). 

6 IG, IX, 2,1524 = Schwyzer, Delectus, 587; Bechtel, Griech. Dial., Y, 171. 

7 Schwyzer, Delectus, 590, 60, Air, 

8 Bechtel, Die historischen Personennamen des Griechischen bis zur Kaiser- 
zeit, 1917, 181 equates Kvpovdat with Eópóvóa on an inscription from Centu- 
ripa (Collitz-Bechtel, DZ 5427). 
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says! that for the type with —ovówç there are several examples 
but gives only one example: Kieovdac. He then goes on to say 
that this name shows two highly archaic features, first short —o-, 
secondly the accession of -9X- pure and simple (not 49&—). There 
isa very good reason for giving only one illustration of the ‘ several’ 
occurrences: as far as I can see there is no other instance of —ovdac. 
But the fact is that even this name is non-existent. Bechtel gives 
an air of authority to his KAcóvóac by referring to Rüsch's excellent 
grammar of the Delphic inscriptions. But in the passage quoted ? 
Rüsch quite clearly states that Riech/läa is one of a sizable group 
of misreadings (here of DI 2841) and that the error had been 
° stillschweigend ' removed in the French edition of the Delphic 
inscriptions ?. The correct reading is KAeo[v]Bo«. 

Equally reckless is the use made of an inscription of Naples 
(ZG, XIV, 743) which reads as follows: 


A(edxtov) KAcb8tov 

` Apptxvóy 

Smatov 

TOV EVDEDYETHY 

Konrévdat 
sc. avé0eouv or sim. (namely his statue). As far as the date of the 
inscription is concerned, ZG XIV merely states that < L. Claudius 
Arrianus consul anni incerti». But a more definite suggestion 
is ventured in the Prosopographia Imperii Romani *: Consul suf- 
fectus a[nni] inc[erti], saec. II. (p. Chr.) ut opinor. In that case 
of course —ovdat can no longer be accepted at face-value. By that 
time the old system of quantities had been shattered and ~o- 
under stress became long while unaccented —«e- was shortened 5. 
This view is confirmed by observing another confusion in the 
name Keytovda. As it stands, it is unintelligible, it cannot be 


1 Griech. Dial., ll, 185, followed by Thumb-Kieckers. 

2 Rüsch, Grammati£ der delphischen Inschriften, 1, 3914, 145. 

3 Fouilles de Delphes, III, 1, 97 no. 169. This amazing case is worth quot- 
ing since Meg. KAeóv83ac continues to haunt linguistic works, e.g. Thumb-Kie- 
ckers. 

4 ed. E. Groag-A. Stein, vol. II, 1936, 171, no. 790. 

3 For Delphic confusion of w/o in the 2nd c. B.C. see Rüsch, I, 144; Schwy- 
zer, GG, I, 393, and Kretschmer « KZ », 30, 1890, 594 f. 
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fitted into the system of Greek names. On the other hand, Kottw- 
vtdys is attested for Paros', and is a clear patronymic from the 
common name Kolrev. It seems clear that Kpyntévdat of the 
stone is an incorrect spelling for Kpuvróv3at. To ascribe, on the 
strength of this ‘evidence’, the type in —ovda¢ to the dialect of 
the founding city, Chalkis?, is plainly perverse. 

It will be seen that —ov9«c is attested only for Boeotian and 
Thessalian. But even there the evidence is rather late, and not 
very impressive. In Thessaly it is simply KAcévdac (and Ebpdvda?) 
and this name occurs at the end of the 3rd. c. B.C. in a list which 
gives also Asoúvðæç and a host of names in —ouv. One cannot 
avoid the conclusion that this example is in reality a scribal error 
and not (a unique piece of) evidence for an otherwise unattested 
formation; note in particular that KAeóvàac Cyc) and Kacwvidac 
are amply attested 3. l 

But even for Boeotian, the evidence is not as plentiful nor 
as early as one could wish. As we have seen, the three names 
found are not earlier than the third c. B.C., while two of them 
appear with —o— at a much earlier date: "Epuatóv8ac is mentioned 
by Thucydides and Xapóv3ac is well-known as the legendary law- 
giver of Catana in the 6th ci, 

This leads to the chronological relation between —wvda¢ and 
—ovóxc. Many scholars are inclined to regard them as of equal 
status, some even assume that -ovda¢ is earlier than —wvdac. 
But the historical evidence is not in favour of this interpretation. 
The earliest attested names have all —wvdac. Note, for instance, 
apart from Xapavdac “Aoxdvdac mentioned by Aristophanes (Vesp. 
1191, found also in Boeotian faoxmvdac, JG VII 3091, 1, and 
“Aouavda, ibid. 2424, 10), Pevvawdag ridiculed by Eupolis and 
Aristophanes 5, and mentioned by Plato and Isocrates also 5, and 
"Exapwovdac, the Theban commander in the early 4th c. 


* Collitz-Bechtel, D/, 5431, 3; cf. Bechtel, Mist. Personennamen, 266. 

? Solmsen, Beiträge, 99; see also Thumb-Scherer, Gr. Dial., II, 281. 

3 Some of the occurrences have already been mentioned in the preceding 
survey on —ovóac. 

4 H. Bengtson, Griechische Geschichte, 19607, 108. 

5 Eupolis frg. 39 (I 267 Kock = Edmonds I, p. 326); Aristophanes frg. 26 
(I 398 Kock — Edmonds I, p. 578). 

6 Plato, Prot., 327 d; Isocrates 18, 57. 
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The historical evidence suggests therefore that —wvda¢ is 
earlier than —ovda¢ and, as far as one can tell, the few and late 
instances of —óvó«c may all be due to scribal error. 

Having ascertained the facts about the geographical extent 
and the chronological relation of the names in —wvdag (and 
—ovàxG?), we must now turn to the question how this type relates 
to the more wide-spread formation in —wvidSac, —ovidac. 

At first sight, the forms —ovdac/-wvdag would seem to suggest 
a division —wv-d&%, that is the accession of a patronymic suffix 
—8&— to an individual name in —9v (originally —vj—ov« etc.). Solmsen 
also observed that many names in —a9xc are paralleled by individual 
names in — and concluded that —«-9«c represented IE z—Z¿-. 
From this it followed that the original type is in fact represented 
by names in —o9«c, which subsequently were reshaped in two 
steps. First, when the primitive ablaut in —-stems was confined 
to —wv/-ov— (instead of —oev[-ov-|-x-, the last from —g—, the 
patronymic names were brought into line with —ov- and acquired 
the ending —ovóxc. When the levelling in the —z-stems was carried 
to its final stage, —wv being generalized throughout the inflection, 
the patronymic became —wvdac. Still using the suffix -9a-, Solmsen 
assumed that it could be added also to adjectives in —o- when 
the suffix —o— would appear, in the nil-grade, as —-. The result 
would be -t3%¢. Hence the descendant of Kpóvocg was called 
Kpóvtoc or Koov—tdac, etc. The suffix form —9«c then influenced 
—wvdag and changed it to —wviduc. Thus we get four distinct 
stages in the development of patronymics: 


I) —n-dà- > säs 
2) —on-dà- > —ovó@%ç 
3) —dn—da- > —ovó@% 


4) LëGe Le > —avidas 7. 


The pivotal point of this interpretation is the assumption 
of a ready-made (patronymic) suffix —ó%— which, added to —o- 
and —ov— stems (in the nil-grade form —- and g >), gave 
Jënc and —4ðxç; the corollary assumption, that -—ov-stems 
were successively reshaped and thus entailed a consequent resh- 


* See Solmsen, Beiträge, 58*. 103. 
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aping of —ada, to —ovðas and eventually —ovó%ç, involves, theoret- 
ically, no difficulty. 

But the existence of an inherited suffix —9&4— was called in 
question by E. Frankel. Having found that the Gk. masc. -tT% 
stems and simple —&— stems, as agent nouns, were secondary 
developments from inherited —t— stems and root-nouns respecti- 
vely, he was led to make the same assumption for the —9&— stems *. 
The underlying 9-stems were, he thought, preserved partly in 
the nouns in —x9-, which, as shown by masc. quY&c vouXc Opouc 
etc., were not originally confined to feminines, but became so 
after the masculine type in -òns had been established. For this 
type he found Solmsen’s derivation of —¿ómç from -ydã- (i.e. 
~—y-d-&) very attractive, and saw similar formations in yoħdðeç 
from Xo^-g—9-, in &yead— from &yr-à-, and in Slav. Ze/ode; Lat. 
glans, as compared with Gk. 8&A«voc. For Jëue he again accepted 
the interpretation of —— as nil-grade of -to— but offered no exam- 
ples for original nouns in ——9- with a suffix ——. 

A new point was brought into the discussion by Lohmann ?. 
Accepting Frankel’s explanation of —X— as a Greek innovation, 
he suggested that —«9— derived from two different sources: it 
represented partly —na—, partly IE -ad-, the latter being derived 
from —Z-stems. But the evidence for IE —ad— as a denomi- 
native suffix used with —Z-stems is spurious. He thought 
that, apart from Greek (quyaó— : guy? sim.), Slavic showed the 
suffix in svobods ‘ free’, which he analysed as svob-od— with IE 
—ad- (p. 76). But neither this case, nor the three or four others 
that he produces, can be interpreted in this way. The point is 
that *svoóz is not found; Slavic osoba grew out of adverbial osodoj 
osobé, while Indian sa06 is from *sm0#a 3; to my mind, Sl. svobods 
is to be explained differently ^. Thus Gk. -«9- cannot be traced 


* Frankel, Mom. Ag., II, 1912, 175 f. 

2 Genus und Sexus, 1932, 71 f. Cf. Frankel, « IF >, 53, 1935, 53, and later, 
«ZSP p, 20, 1948, 56 f.; € Glotta», 32, 1952, 25. 

3 Edgerton, «KZ», 46, 1914, 173 f., approved by Wackernagel, zdzd., 
272-— KSchr. 290, and Wackernagel-Debrunner, Ais, II, 2, 3, as against the 
alternative zézd. 748 and Pokorny 883. 

4 Cf. Vaillant, « RES », 28, 1951, 138 f.; Mélanges Mossé, 1959, 459 (Ger- 
manic loan, against Vasmer, REW II 596), but especially our discussion below, 
p. 382 f. 
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to IE -ad—; if it has an Indo-European source at all, it must be 
-5gd-, and then probably from earlier —77-?. I may perhaps be 
permitted to recall that in an earlier paper I have suggested 
that —%ó— represented the Indo-European suffix —z£— used, espec- 
ially in Slavic, to form names of (small) animals. Thus TavtaA—ad— 
meant ‘descendant of Tantalus’, while ToavtaAis— came to be 
confined to ‘T’ wife/daughter’. Later transformations yielded 
*Tavraradys or *Tavtartdne 3. 

All these theories have important implications regarding 
chronology. First, if —«9—àc represents —gd-, the masculinization 
with —4- must be of the same date as the enlargement of the 
agent nouns in —t- to -t&-. Secondly, the successive stages 
—x-8ü— > ov-d%— > —Gv—0Š%— presuppose a time when the z-stems 
still had the primitive alternations within the paradigm. To take 
the second point first. In Homer we still find in names both —ev/ 
ovog and -—oev[-evoc*; the later development was generally in 
favour of the latter type. But there is no trace of the nil-grade 
n (> €) which would in any case have been confined to the instr. 
—n-bhi(s) > —«q(c) and loc. —g—s£ > —«ot. This means that 
the emergence of the type —ov; —aó-«c must be much earlier. 
The fact that even in Mycenaean the forms with —x- are eliminated, 
shows that the type —X93ac, if correctly interpreted, must have been 
in existence long before. This is confirmed by the observation 
about the X-extension of —-«9-. In Mycenaean the type —7&- is 
well-established 5. 

In view of these considerations, it comes as a surprise that 
the type -&S«c[-t9ac should be completely absent from Mycenaean. 
The conclusion to be drawn is that the type came into being 
between the end of the Mycenaean period and Homer. Although 
this could, in theory, mean that it was brought to Greece in the 
wake of the ‘ Dorian invasion’, the fact that Homer shows it in 


* This is also Sommer’s view, «Münchener Studien zur Sprachwissen- 
schaft», 4, 1954, 23. 

? Like 8exa8— from *dekmt-, see Schwyzer, GG, I, 507 f.; Szemerényi, 
Numerals, 30, 108. 

3 «KZ», 71, 1954, 217. 

^ Risch, Widg., 51 f. 

5 Cf. E. Vilborg, A tentative grammar of Mycenaean Greek, 1960, 148. 
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a flourishing state is hardly in favour of this explanation. Rather 
shall we infer that, in contrast to the inherited type of patronymic 
in —o—, a new type in —34— and —9X was taken over from else- 
where*. This rules out the explanation that —X— is a Greek inno- 
vation: in the post-Mycenaean period this is impossible. Conse- 
quently, the derivation from simple -«d-/-18- must also be 
discarded °. 

Thus we have no evidence for original -8— being the ante- 
cedent of -x9ac or —3«c. This means that the type in —ovidac / 
—wvldac is correctly formed while —ovda¢/—wvda¢ is not. The obvious 
linguistic solution is that —ovda¢/—avda¢ are syncopated from 
earlier -oviSac/-ovidac. This vindicates Schmidt's suggestion 
that —wvd- arose in the vocatival form -àvi3X?, But since the other 
cases had the accent on —=— (-ldac, —tdav, ën, —(Q@), one 
would expect —cvíóac (—-ovidac) to be retained as a variant. 
This is borne out by Solmsen's observation that even in the dialect 
areas where —@vó%ç is at home, the form —wvid«¢ is also found +. 

As to the form ~ov(t)3ac, we should note that in post-Homeric 
times only —povidyg seems attested, but only from names which 
have retained the alternation —uevw[-pov-. Thus we find Evxty- 
povidys $ ‘“Aynuoviða, $, but only Zuuendënc Aswvidng etc. This 
shows that only the small group of nouns in -pav (whether deri- 
vative or compound) could escape the influence of the change 
to —v/—wvog in the inflection of the basic name. For this reason 
the type *KaAcov(t)3n¢ must be ruled out for Classical times. If 
it appears at a subsequent date, it represents, not a precious survival, 
but an innovation, or, more likely, scribal error. The latter assu- 
mption is indicated for Thess. KAeovóac (instead of —ovvdac), for 
the form Koytovda: at Naples, etc. Innovation is also clear in the 
case of Coan lloXAev8&v Lipwvdev. They represent lloXAovidàv 


* I cannot go into this question, but hope to prove elsewhere that the suf- 
fix came from Asia Minor. 

2 This also applies to Schwyzer's explanation (GG, I, 510) which avoids 
the difficulties involved in —«d— but retains the expansion of —3à— from —1d—. 

3 J. Schmidt, Kritik der Sonantentheorie, 1895, 27%. But see also Kret- 
schmer, Die griechischen Vaseninschriften, 1895, 239. 

* Solmsen, Beiträge, 99 f. 

5 Collitz-Bechtel, DZ, 53134 25 (Euboea, 3rd c. B.C. or later). 

6 Collitz-Bechtel, DZ, 2502, 188 (Delphi, 4th c.). 
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ZA because, as against these two isolated instances of 
—wvdac, we have many examples of the type —wvida¢ on this 
island; cf. 'Agytevi8ac Acwvidag Xucovt8ac Dir(e)wvidac*. More- 
over, we must not overlook the forms Kaewdév? and KoO9uv8&v 5, 
which are obviously from KeaAdtvog and Kapivog and represent 
Karrwidav Kaowdev ^, But all these cases, coming at the end 
of the Classical period and after, show the later loss of t, and are 
not to be placed on the same level as the early Xapavdac, etc 


4) The noun yAavidtov ‘cloak’ appears as yAdvdvov in. 
two lonic inscriptions. The attested forms are D/, 5702, 30 
(Samos, 345 B.C.) yaAavdtov; 37 yAavdux 9900; DZ, 5633 (Teos) 
I. I3 xAavdta, 1. 16 yAavdtwv. As can be seen the abnormal form 
is found four times, twice around the middle of the fourth century 
B.C., when the post-Classical syncope could not have operated 
yet. An explanation can be attempted along two very different 
lines. Fränkel regarded yA&vdtov as something archaic and traced 
it to Fiat Zou from a consonantal stem yA«u- which also appears 
in yAauue ‘ cloak’ and yAutva (from *yAau—ya) ‘id.’ 5. The precon- 
dition of this explanation is partly the reality of a consonantal 
stem "Ae — which is rather remote? — partly the existence of a 
diminutive suffix —dtov, The latter, he thought, was to be found 
in two other words: Boó—83tov and iy9$—8tov 7, 

But iy9ó9tov is unreal. The form ty909tov is early and 
well-established, cf. Aristoph. fr. 387,8 tydv0d1e; Theopompus 
62,3 iy908(ov; Anaxilas 19,2: iy909t« (bis); Cratinus Junior 13: 
ty959w. It is also the only form that is linguistically admissible 
since, apart from the ‘exceptions’ at issue, the diminutive suffix 


I Solmsen, Beiträge, 100. 

2 Schwyzer, Delectus, 250, 3B (4th-3rd c. B.C.). 

3 This form is quoted by Schwyzer, GG, I, 520, but I have not been able 
to trace 1t. 

4 At least no one has so far suggested —tvó%ç (~—wvdac) as an original 
formation. 

5 Frankel, Vom. ag., II, 1782. 

6 Schwyzer, GG, I, 309, is right in thinking that both yA«uc and yAatva 
are foreign loans, as will be shown elsewhere. 

7 Frankel (Vom. ag., II, 177, with fnn. 1-2) follows here Schulze, Quaest. 
epic., 1892, 1775. 
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is always —tS:0v; moreover, —— in forms like &pudiov (Ar. fr. 507), 
oixvdtov (Phryn. Com. 25), xapúðtoy (Philyllius Com. 19) con- 
trasting with Goin, oui? (or otxtoc), xaptov would be unex- 
plained, while the derivation from Zou Lë, ovxv—tdiov xapu- 
(tov with subsequent coalescence of vt to U is paralleled by such 
optatival forms as myyvito (Plato, Phaedo 118), Hom. avro 
éxdduev etc. In the same way, iy9091ov would have an incom- 
prehensible length if it were simply y0U-83tov, cf. Aeschylus’ 
by9U-BoAoc. It is from iy90-i9:0v, and the same applies to 
Botpbdtov (Alexis 172, 13), &yXs^ó9tov (Amphis 35; Ephippus 
15,6). 

As will be seen, ty80sdtov is not only well attested for the 5th 
and 4th centuries, it is also the only form that is an intelligible 
diminutive formation. What is then the evidence for Ly908tov 
from which Schulze and Fránkel draw such important conclu- 
sions? 

First, Archestratus of Gela, Aristotle's contemporary, is 
said to have used the word with ü in his gastronomic work written 
ca. 330 B.C. * The fragment in which it occurs is given by Athe- 
naeus (311 c) and the relevant line is: 


réi Zë netpalwv Ly9uOtov vOv toLoxeTap&éTOV 


Since the line is a hexameter, it is quite natural that one should 
feel inclined to scan iy8u8tov as —c c —. But, seeing that iy0id.ov 
is the pronunciation not only of Archestratus’ contemporaries 
but also of the preceding generations, this would be as unjusti- 
fiable as to assume that in the trimeter 
oUx, AX "Fetten detua w éxBarrer y9ovóc 
or Beat 9  'Epwbcov oÚx énetodycav vóu 
or otovporc "Epwócv, Aprep 96 viv Bootol 


Euripides? scanned 'Egwwóev as oo vo—, although we know that 
'Epgwóc had t, even in Euripides. Quite clearly, '"Egtwóow is in 
these lines scanned as o ——. In other words, the v of 'Egtvóov 
is treated as a consonant. It is superfluous to produce other 


* Schwyzer, GG, I, 199; Lejeune, Traité de phonétique grecque?, 198. 
? See « RE », IT, 1895, 459-460. 
- 3 Euripides, 72/zgenia in Tauris, 931, 970, 1456. 
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instances of this synizesis; it will be enough to recall that already 
in Homer we find such cases as Aiyurtiy Alyurtlas scanned as 
— — — (e.g. Od. 4, 229; 77. 9, 382, etc.)*. It is therefore clear that 
Archestratus scanned tyOudtev as ____ and not as —— v — with 
a literally unprecedented ü. 


A second instance of D'äüäto is said to occur in Lucian's 
epigram preserved in Anthologia Palatina, XI, 405, where line 
6 reads: 


Onpever tovt moAAdutc LyOo91a. 


Here the most elementary rules of the pentameter seem to favour 
scanning iy908.X as — co, since in the second half of the line 
only dactyls are allowed. But theory is contradicted by the facts 
even on this sacred ground, at least in Hellenistic times ?. Thus, 
for instance, Philippus of Thessalonica (1st c. A.D.) ventured 
the following epigram (Anth. Pal., XIII, 1): 

yates, Ded Hagin: ohy yàp del Sdvautw 

x&Xiog T &Ükvxvov x«i céBac iuspósy 

n&vteG Lui Ovatot Epaueotor 

èv n&ow uote Éoyotaty te xaAotc’ 

nvt yo Tol GT SyAotc cif. 


This is certainly an artificial creation: in the five pentameters 
the number of dactyls is successively decreased and the number 
of spondees increased by one in each line, so that the fifth has 
four spondees. The last two lines clearly break the rule that in 
the second colon of the pentameter spondees must not be substi- 
tuted for dactyls. 

Even if this be regarded as a tour de force, there is abundant 
evidence to show that occasional deviations from the Classical 
norm had become quite common by Hellenistic times, and espe- 
cially from the ist c. B.C. Discussing the deliberately feeble 
and technically inadequate epithalamium in Lucian's Symposium, 
A. Wilhelm collected a large number of examples where spondee 


* On synizesis see M. Scheller, Die Oxytonierung der griechischen Sub- 
stantiva auf —x, Diss. Zürich, 1951, 98 f. 
a See WJW Koster, Traité de métrique grecque, 19537, 80 f. 


Loss of ¿ or u 45 





appears in the second colon of the pentameter and not only when 
a name or numeral makes this unavoidable *. A very early example 
(perhaps 6th c. B.C.) appears in Mnesitheos’ epitaph of Eretria 
(IG, XII, 9, 285), in line 5: 


huot ÈT? axpOTKTOL OTEAEV AXKLATOV. 


Similarly, the first foot of the second colon shows a spondee in 


a Ist c. B.C. epitaph, honouring the schoolmaster Magnus; line 
8 runs 2 


moa@tos Be Suetépoucg ulag "ege Adywv. 
Around the beginning of our era were written the following lines ?: 


Tui 9 ’ArdsEavdp0c, 9vfjoxc Š Eweaeryg 
and Avoaviay xavos otydog turtopevy. 


The same offensive feature appears in the epithalamium itself, 
which, as Wilhelm shows (p. 57), reads: 


xpécooy ts Ruffen: 79 autis "Bäume, 


For the end of the pentameter we can quote ^: 


0&post. EboéQu. &Ddvatos oddetc. 


Here a further offence may be noted. In classical practice, the first 
colon always ends with a long syllable (natura/positione) and 
hiatus is not admitted. The line quoted offends against both 
rules and it is interesting that the first ‘ mistake’ occurs in three 
other epigrams of the Anthology ascribed to Lucian 5: 


XI 410,6 otpvevyy 7| muvutov Dën Goeres vóov 
431,2 “olç tool oÓ tTe@ye x«l vpÉys TG OTÓLATL 
435,2. Gre Adyov xotWóy ote Arten ËX. 


* « Wiener Studien », 56, 1939, 57 f., esp. 62 f. 

z Wilhelm, Le, 63. 

3 Wilhelm, 1. c., 64. 

^ Wilhelm, L c., 66. 

5 It does not matter whether these epigrams are ascribed to Lucian or 
attributed to Lukillios (time of Nero) since XI 405 (where ix008t« occurs, 
ascribed to Lukillios in Z.S 7) is even in that case by the same author as 410, 
431 and 435, see Geffcken, « RE», XIII, 1927, 1778-9. 


- 
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In the light of these facts there can be no objection to scanning 
iyOudia as 2 even at the end of a pentameter in the Ist 
or 2nd c. A.D. The metre itself does not compel us to read it as 
—vuvM, although the poet might have read it in this fashion 
just as Roman poets resolved sz/uae into siliiae etc. But in view 
of the fact that tyOvd.ov, with the accent on U, retained its U 
even after the reorganisation of the system of quantities con- 
sequent on the change to stress accent, this is very unlikely. 

The result of this metrical excursus is that iy0¥dtov, and 
with it a diminutive in —Ətov from tySvu-, is altogether without 
foundation. 

The same applies to the other (the only other) example 
mentioned, Boúótov, which is quoted from Hermippus (fr. 35,2), 
the contemporary of Cratinus. But Athenaeus gives the fragment 
with oldie and this is the form recorded by the scholiast to 
Aristophanes, Aves 1406, and in the Suda, s. Acwtpoptòns. And 
Botðtov is not only the expected form (fo-tdtov — Botótov), it 
is also the one used by Aristophanes (Acharn. 1036), borne out 
by the further diminutive Bowdcprov (Aves 585, fr. 82); recorded 
in an inscription of 396 B.C. *, found in Aristotle (Historia Anima- 
lium, 522 6 14-5) und underlying the man's name Botdtev (the 
cook in Sosipater's play, Athenaeus 3782, 3rd c., cf. Botoxos 2), 
the woman's name Botdtov ?, and Menander’s Bolënc: neoc, eoffünc. 
Once again, linguistic considerations and manuscript tradition 
agree in presenting Botótov as the only possible and current 
diminutive of Bote in Classical times. It is impossible that at 
the time when Boldvov was in use, Bovdtov should have existed 
as an unjustifiable by-form used only by Hermippus. In these 
circumstances it is not surprising to find that < Hermippus’ Bovdta » 
is simply a modern emendation. It was made by Dindorf on the 
strength of the statement of the Antiatticista (Bekker, Anecdota 
Graeca, 1, 1814, 85): Bovdia, oÓ guóvov Boldia, “Epuinmog K£pxor. 
But we cannot overlook Phrynichus statement 4: votdsov5 xal 


* Dittenberger, Sylloge”, 586, 54. 

2 Bechtel, Mist. Personennamen, 581. 

3 In a papyrus of 3rd c. B.C. (Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyrt 
aus der Ptolemáerzeit, II, 1, 1926, 32). 

^ The New Phrynichus, ed. W. G. Rutherford, 1881, 159. 

5 This word is once again taken from Aristophanes (Æg. 100). 


Loss of ior u 47 
Botdiov apyata xar dSdxia, ody! voúótov xal Bovddsov, Zo tod v. 
If Hermippus had used the form oó39tov, he would not have 
escaped Phrynichus’ censure. Nor would Athenaeus have refrained 
from commenting on the form, especially as in another passage 
(650 ei he uses Botdiov to make the point that the diminutive 
of $óx is fotdiov' — a form also mentioned by Phrynichus 
(l.c) — obviously considering Boldiov the normal form. The fact 
that Phrynichus condemns the form Bovddtoy points to the solution. 
In post-Ptolemaic Greek we find a growing number of dimi- 
nutives in —ovdtov (surviving in modern Gk. —o¥dt); cp. Atwovédtoy 2 
poudtoyv 3 caxxovdtovt , to which we can add pvoddtov a pluma » 
and @Aovdtov «cortex» from the Glossaries 5 and vavvovdioyv 
E lap-dog’ from the scholiast, on Lucian's Symposium, 19°. 
These clearly start from Awoŭv, potc, uvoUc, qAoUc: to the 
stem in —ou— the suffix —910v was added. But this presupposes 
a departure from the earlier morphological relations exemplified 
by otc: Botótov, voUc:volótov 7. The new type became possible 


* Edmonds (I 297, frg. 36) translates Athenaeus’ $oíótov uévtoL ÓG 
Bolëtou tò ÓmxoxoptcTuxóv « Though indeed we have here (D the diminutive 
(of 66a); compare foí8tov (sic) — which makes Athenaeus sound rather silly. 
But Athenaeus simply adds to the line quoted -- where 660 had occurred — a ho- 
wever, the diminutive (of ów) is gol8tov as (which is formed like) BoíBtov ». 
This is simply an incidental display of erudition and there is no good reason 
why the statement should be transferred to 65r æ where Golëtou is exempli- 
fied from Menander's Hautontimorumenos. 

2 From 2nd c. A.D., see D. J. Georgacas, « Dumbarton Oaks Papers », 
XIII, 1959, 260. 

3 POx. 1757, 17 (2nd c. A.D.). According to the editor, followed by ZSJ, 
the word stands for $otóiov. But this is hardly possible. It must be from 
potc. It should be added to Palmer’s list (4 Grammar of the post-Ptolemaic 
papyri, l, 1946, 14 and 89). 

4 POx. 937, 29 (3rd c. A.D.). 

5 See G. Goetz, Thesaurus glossarum emendatarum, 1, 1899, 280B, s. cor- 
tex, and II, 1901, s. pluma. 

6 See Scholia in Lucianum, ed. Rabe (Teubner), 1906, 32,,: MeAvcatov 
xuvidtov tò éx Medirycg: got, Sè toupepdv xal pixpóv xol Asiov ofa map’ uiv 
tà vavvoudsia. The scholia go back to the early Middle Ages, certainly not 
beyond Hesychius, see Helm, « RE», XIII, 1927, 1775 f. 

7 Chantraine (Formation 69 bottom) seems to me to misinterpret the facts. 
A suffix —d:ov could not be abstracted from &aeníc/ &oníOtov, maig/ matdtov since 
the relation was éomd—/cond—to—, mard—/nard—to—. (In my view, the suffix 
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when long diphthongs lost, even in internal position, their second 
element. At that time such diminutives as Aaywidiov Cwldrov 
xaA«lótov ` lët ynidtoy A Slëtonu — xepàlótov pe älëton became 
Aayadtoy xarkwdtov xpeğõtov etc., and, compared with A«yós 
x&AccG etc., now showed a suffix —àtov only. As is known, the 
change —@t— > —«-, —@t— > —&~ is reflected in Latin loanwords. 
The difference of two strata is illustrated by early comoedus 
tragoedus Thraex in contrast to later r(h)apsodus Thrax. The 
direct evidence of Athenian inscriptions is unequivocal. They 
show that the change occurred during the 2nd century B.C.:*. 
This means that it was only after the conclusion of this phono- 
logical process, roughly speaking from the beginning of our era, 
that a type of diminutives emerged, in which the new suffix —3tov 
appeared added to a stem ending in along vowel”. Only then 
did it become possible to extend the pattern Aayw-: Anya—dtov 


started — but in the form —8to—! — not from Chantraine’s examples but from 
such series as Oup& / 0upi8— / Oupt8to— where Oupióto—, a derivative of Oupió-, 
was directly referred to upa: Oupióto— from Bupa provided the rule that with 
thematic stems the stemfinal vowel is dropped before —910—.) Similarly xped- 
810» is from voe-Lëtoy, see Schwyzer, GG, I, 4714. Nor is it right to say 
(p. 70) that —u3tov is analogical; —03tov (Chantraine does not mark the length) ` 
shows that it is derived from —d—idtov, as explained above. ° 

* See Meisterhans-Schwyzer, Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, 19008, 
64 f., for the date p. 67; much more confusing is the picture presented in GG, I, 
201 f. Early cases are represented by Plautine clatrdtus and crdfula. The lat- 
ter, from Gk. xpaumdAn, owes its Z, not to an imaginary Etruscan mediation 
(Meillet, Esguzsse d'une histoire de la langue latine, 19485, 93; Devoto, Storia 
della lingua di Roma, 19447, 91; Palmer The Latin Language, 1954, 51), even 
less to Messapic intermediacy (Blumenthal, «Gnomon», 15, 1939, 166), but 
to the Greek development & > X (Leumann-Hofmann, 76; Walde-Hofmann, 
I, 284). J. André (« BSL», 54, 1959, 88 f.) rightly stresses that æt > @ is nei- 
ther Latin nor Etruscan; but an ‘ original’ meaning ‘résine’ ‘not ‘ivresse ?) 
is quite impossible. 

2 In view of the facts stated, it is an objectionable practice to print 
Any@dtov etc. for the Classical period: at that time the form was Anywtdvov etc. 
One might even raise the question whether the forms in —Udvov (and optatives 
like mmYvüço) are not anachronistic for pre-Hellenistic times. I know of no 
epigraphic evidence to confirm the general practice. It is perhaps more likely 
that down to pre-Hellenistic times the pronunciation remained —ví8tov (and 
opt. —vito, etc.) and that it was only at that time (at a date still to be deter- 
mined) that vt became 0. Schwyzer's dating of ut > v in the 4 th c. B.C. (GG, 
I, 2335, cf. 199) applies before vowels only. 
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to other longvowel stems and to produce such diminutives as 
Bop Boy, vod—dtov etc. 

It wil be seen that the meagre chronological data agree 
with our results. The new-style diminutive Boúðtov is first men- 
tioned by the lexicographer Phrynichus, whose work was dedi- 
cated to the Emperor Commodus; this first mention is soon followed 
by the appearance of fovdtev in a papyrus of the 3rd c. A.D.* 
The first occurrence of Atvovdtov also falls in the 2nd c. A.D; 
6009010» is of the same period, while oaxxovdtov appears in the 
3rd c. In view of these facts it seems clear that the statement 
of the Antiatticista must be based on a Hermippus-edition (or 
a grammatical comment on it), in which the Classical Potdtov 
was replaced by the new (2nd c. A.D.?) form Bovdiov, It cannot, 
in the teeth of all historical evidence, guarantee a fifth c. (B.C.) 
Bovdtov. 

As will be seen, we cannot assume for the Classical period 
(x95—8tov Bov-—dtov, and so Frankel’s diminutive *yA&u—3tov must be 
rejected as being impossible from the point of view of word- 
formation ?. 

This leaves as the only alternative the assumption that 
yauvidtov is the earlier form which, in Samos and Teos, and 
possibly over a larger area, became yA&vàtov in the course of the 
4th c. B.C., or not long before 3. Once this line is taken, yAdvdtov 
must be regarded as a case of syncope during the Classical period 4. 


t « Papiri Fiorentini», II, 2 (ed. D. Comparetti, roro), no. Iso, Il. 2, 
II (267 A.D.). Preisigke, Wörterbuch, s. Bovds.ov / Botàtov seems to suggest that 
Douótov = oó8tov = Boliëto, but ov for ot is impossible. 

? This applies to Bechtel’s view also, who (Griech. Dral., III, 128) drops 
the stem xyAxu- but still regards 4yA&v—8tov as « von hoher Altertümlichkeit > 
while xA«v(8tov is said to have —(8tov as a secondary extension from Aertdtov etc. 

3 This still leaves the question of derivation unanswered. As will be 
seen, yAavidsov, the earlier form, cannot be derived from yAxu)clyA«pu 80g 
(as Frankel thought) On the other hand, to assume three different words, 
yAupu8— yAowe— and yA«vi8-, seems rather unlikely, especially as their mean- 
ing is almost identical and the form of the latter two is very close. The only 
solution I can see would be to assume that the diminutive of yAatva, i.e. *yXoty— 
tov, was dissimilated to xyAavidtov (xt——t > &——1); but I can find no pa- 
rallel case. 

^ Schwyzer (GG, I, 4714) assumes that t was lost in yAavidlov yAavuidles 
where —t— was not accented; this agrees with our view, see the text further 
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5) The name of the myrrh appears in two forms: ‘Aeolic’ 
uvepa (Sappho fr. 163 B, also Theophrastus, Hist. plantarum 
7, 6, 3, and Galen 19, 123) and ‘ Non-Aeolic' (Attic-Ionic?) opópvr 
(Herodotus 3, 107; Aristotle, Problemata, 12, 1 906225), later 
ouveva (Hippocrates passim, Antiphanes fr. 52, 14 etc). The 
initial variation between p-/ou-, not confined to this pair 
(cf. prxpdc/outxeds etc.)?, can be settled in this case as far as the 
question is concerned which of them represents the original. For 
it is generally agreed that the word is borrowed from Semitic, 
most likely from the language of Phoenician traders?. The word 
is found in Hebrew mor, Ugaritic (zzz2z)zz2z ‘(oil of) myrrh’, Akka- 
dian murru, Syriac mürö, New Aramaic mira (mórá) ^. All reflect 
an early Western Semitic murru and the form pveea is a straight 
borrowing from it. Not so the more widespread cutevy which 
differs from the Semitic prototype not only in that it has an 
initial o— but also in its final —za. . 

The initial o— is ascribed by O. Schrader to the influence of 
ouveov 'unguent'5. Although this explanation has met with 
approvaló, the fact is that cuópov does not exist. Only púpov 


on. Scherer (Thumb-Scherer, Gr. Dial., II, 261) regards the loss of unaccented 
t as due to dissimilation (of the two v-s?). But if this were the case, we ought 
to find all diminutives in —t3tov reduced to —8tov. Moreover, he strangely 
labels the process as < hellenistisch » and on a par with Bzp(s)vtxn, although 
the forms are attested for 345 D.C. 

* On the growing tendency to replace —a%/n by —&, see Solmsen's excellent 
discussion, Beztrdge, 1909, 248 f. (p. 254 on apvevy/a); Schwyzer, GG, I, 476. 
Pedersen’s views (La cinguiéme déclinaison latine, 1926, 31 f.) are in many 
points at variance with chronology. Although Athenaeus (688c) and Galen 
speak of uoppo as the Aeolic form, that cannot mean that the form was confined 
to that dialect. It is true that Attic-Ionic authors use op opvr, but uópee is found 
in Theophrastus, and is also the source of Lat. myrrha, so that p.óppa must have 
been in use in (some) Doric areas as well. 

2 See Schwyzer. GG, I, 311. 

3 See Lewy, Die semitischen Fremdwörter im Griechischen, 1895, 42 f; 
Weidner, «Glotta», 4, 1913, 303. 

4 Koehler, Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti libros, 1953, 562; Gordon, Uga- 
ritic Manual, 1955, 291 no. 1157. 

5 «KZ », 30, 1890, 477 f.; Sbrachvergleichung und Urgeschichte, 1890°, 463. 

6 See Lewy, Die semitischen Fremdwörter, 42 f; Boisacq s.v.; L. Mayer, 
Gli imprestiti semitici in greco (« RIL», 94, 1960), 324 (who quotes cuópov wi- 
thout an asterisk). l 
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is used throughout the history of Greek. To be sure, there is 
one example quoted from Archilochus of the derivative verb 
cuuptGw instead of the normal wupi€w (fr. 26D: ésopupropévac 
xóuxc) But the passage is far from clear. Athenaeus, our only 
source (688c) says: 74 Zë tod pbpov Ovópavt mp&roc 'ApyDXoxoc 
x&yprrat AEYWV' 

odx Gv uúpoto, Yprüc goto” TjAsipero: 
vol QAMU Ó Som 

&cuuopiouévac xópaxc 

xal otr0oc, Oç QV xal YŠpov TjpXocaro. 


It is thus clear that even for Archilochus the noun was peov, not 
ouúpov, and thus cpupíteo remains a rather perplexing hapax. 
That it was established by Athenaeus! time is proved not only 
by his quotation but also by Hesychius whose entry éowuptypévat’ 
peuoptouévat is surely rightly identified with our fragment, in 
spite of the discrepancy in the root-final consonant'. But we 
cannot be certain that this was the form used by Archilochus 
himself. In the metre used (iambic trimeter), the regular uspuupto- 
Hëvgc, from the well-established and clear puptCw, was impossible. 
We are thus led to suspect that £cpoptouévac is an artificial form, 
not even necessarily representing the form coined by Archilochus 
himself. We know that a verb like uep- originally had the redu- 
plicated form (Lesb.) £upop-, Att.-Ion. siu«g-. But the redu- 
plication pepop— is also attested for Aeolic. Similarly, from véo, 
which, as shown by the Hesychius-gloss £vvuÜev: éxéyuvto, was 
*sneu-, the reduplicated form was véveuxx, not *évwevxa. In 
other words, there was a certain time during which verbs origin- 


* 


* See also Anthologia Lyrica Graeca, ed. E. Diehl, fasc. 3, 19523, p. 12. 
The Athenaeus-text gives ypatc. The new Oxyrhynchus papyrus (no. 23114) 
adds nothing to our understanding even if the attribution of our fragment 
to lines 5-6 (on the strength of the papyrus’ x«i ory90c) is right. The editor 
thinks that the participle governs the two accusatives (and does not agree with 
the first), so that its ending is not necessarily what we have, and that it should 
have —xu— as in the Lesbians. But, as concerns the latter feature, the Hesy- 
chius-gloss is probably more to the point (see Lasserre-Bonnard, Archiloque, 
1958, 14 ad locum). As to the construction, it is worth pointing out that the 
participle may refer to xóu«c alone, in which case &oguuptouévac (or —yy—) is 
unavoidable. 
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ally beginning with a consonant plus nasal or liquid had developed 
secondary forms, more in agreement with the new, simple, initial; 
cf. Att. (conservative) ¢eptp0a. as against Pindar’s (innovating) 
peptpOar*. It seems clear that, faced with the problem of finding 
a metrically satisfactory substitute for usuuptouéveç Archilochus 
adopted the pattern presented by the forms mentioned and ventured 
a new sigupiouévac (or &upoptouévac?) which in the course of 
transmission became éopuptowévac. This change probably occurred 
under the influence of the parallel verb cyveviGw—note in parti- 
cular the Hesychius-gloss šouopviouévov' yptouata zyov, GuópvT 
éreotuuuevoy, especially for its meaning—but this only corro- 
borates our point that uupíóo cannot account for uup- acquiring 
an initial c- in the first place. Nor can the noun ouüpc be linked 
with these words — and thus regarded as the source of c- in 
scuvevy — if for no other reason, because its meaning, ‘ emery- 
powder (used by lapidaries)', puts it in an entirely different 
semantic field. Miss Mayer is quite right in insisting that opvetc 
has nothing to do with popoy, as is usually held, but represents a 
loan-word from the Semitic East; cf. Hebrew sdmir ‘emery’. 

It appears then that the variation between o-/cu- in u$ppo] 
ouvevy cannot, at present, be traced to any particular cause. 
However, since it is established by numerous examples, this 
variation need not detain us. 

The other point of difference concerns the ending. Oddly 
enough, this question is usually not even mentioned 3, A reference 
to nouns with an ending -pv—* is not very helpful, since, in opvevy, 
e clearly is part of the stem; nor is there any trace of an z-suffix 
on the Semitic side. We must therefore draw the conclusion that 
-vy is a Greek contribution to the borrowed form (o)uvpp-. It is 
of interest now to observe that several words in this field (names 
of resins) have the same ending; note favos ‘frankincense ' 
(the gum of the tree of the same name) and x«&vr, * the resinous 
juice of all-heal', in which z is a constituent element of the bor- 


* See Schwyzer, GG, II, 649. 

? L.c. 332; see Lewy, Die semit. Fremdwörter, 59. On the meaning of 
the Hebrew word (not « diamond» as Lewy) see Koehler, o.c., 988. 

3 Cf. Lewy, Le: Mayer, 1. c. 

4 Schwyzer, GG, I, 491; Chantraine, Formation, 208 f. 
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rowed forms. We might therefore assume that opt acquired 
its ending under the influence of these words. But in that case 
the form would be *opvepévyn, and not the attested word opvevy. 
In view of these facts, we must draw the conclusion that um 
in opvevy is not an analogical transfer but an organic element. 
In other words, the noun cpvevy represents the derivative of 
(c)u$ep« with the Greek suffix —zo—- which forms adjectives indi- 
cating material. The case is therefore identical with that of 
mupvoc (see above no. 2). As we have seen, the material adjective 
is formed with —vo—. This means that the adjective of (c)uspp« 
was *(c)usgogwwo—, fem. *(o)yuppwe. If we have cop$pvm, the 
original form must have suffered syncope, leading, through ogve- 
e(t)v&, to ouvevy :. ` 


6) Another word of undoubted Semitic provenience is xpUoóc. 
Here again the phonetic relations have been rather neglected. 
The Semitic group is represented by Akkadian urdsu «gold », 
Hebrew Grids, Ugaritic Zzs, Phoenician rs?! Greek —- must 
be from a Phoenician (Canaanite) ð (or z?) which developed from 


earlier 4. The change is attested in the Tell-el-Amarna glosses, 
ca. 15th c. B.C.? This means that for the 15th c. we may assume 


t In the light of these considerations, the forms otodpvy and atoveva 
would seem to represent Zotoeupuë, the derivative of stobea ‘ goat’s-hair 
cloak’. Add. 

2 See Koehler, 1. c., 332. It does not matter from our point of view whether 
Semitic hurdsu is itself of Semitic origin or not. But Hurrian hiaruhhe (Ben- 
veniste, « Revue de Philologie >, 79, 1953, 126) cannot be the source of the Se- 
mitic form, unless it is traced to an earlier *Aiarus~ in which case there is har- 
dv any reason for regarding it as the source rather than as a loan. Eiler's objec- 
tion to Driver's derivation from the Semitic verb (Akkad.) hardsum "to cut 
off ° (« Die Welt des Orients », II, 5/6, 1959, 465 f.) on the grounds that he ex- 
pects a colour-term is rather strange, seeing that in an earlier paper (ibid. 322 f.) 
he marshalled an impressive array of examples in support of Driver's derivation 
of Akkad. £aesfum ‘silver’ from kasdfum ‘to break’. I should add here that 
Hebrew hárZs shows metathesis: hurasu > harügu > hdrds (Eilers, 1. c., 465 f.). 

3 Gótze, « JAOS », 59, 1939, 450 fn. 62 (with earlier references); Friedrich, 
Phónizisch-bunische Grammatik, 1951, 88 72.78; G. Garbini, ZZ semitico di Nord- 
Ovest, 1960, 61.64 E: Moscati, Studi Levi della Vida, 2, 1956, 215; < Rendiconti 
Lincei », 8/15, 1960, 89. 
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a Phoenician Aurds (or even Auris?) as the immediate antecedent 
of the Greek word’. (Add.) 

Thus the question arises what happened to the first vowel 
of the Semitic word? We cannot assume that the vowel had 
been reduced to shwa in Phoenician and was therefore not perceived 
by the Greeks. For the evidence of the Linear B tablets shows 
that the Semitic word was borrowed into Greek by the 15th cen- 
tury and the Tell-el-Amarna tablets show full vowels for the 
later shwa. Such spellings as &-/u-ó; ‘cage’, zu-ru-uhb ‘arm’ 
reveal that the first syllables still had full vowels?. We must 
therefore conclude that the Greeks received the Semitic word 
in the form *xvupucoc which later, within Greek history, developed 
into ypocóc. How long after the first borrowing the form *yupucoc 
survived is impossible to tell. But we should note that this may 
have been the form used throughout the Mycenaean period. The 
spelling u-ru—so of the tablets is not necessarily to be interpreted 
as identical with the historical yevod¢; it may just as well, perhaps 
even more likely, represent a spoken *xueusooç. 


7) The noun $&9oc ‘rod, wand’ is clearly to be connected 
with panic, -iS0¢ ‘rod’, (Hesychius, Photius, but also in early) 
xpvotppamc ‘with wand of gold’ (Hermes, Od. 5,87; 10,227; 
Hymnus Mercur. $39; with -p— Pindar, Pyth. 4,178), bare 
‘strike with a stick, cudgel’ (Hipponax, Heraclitus etc.). However, 
the currently favoured derivation? of $&B83oc from *feab—Sos, 
wherein *Fpaß- from IE *wrė- is equated with the root of Lithu. 
virbas ‘branch’, verba ‘rod’, Lat. *uerbus, uerberis etc., can 
only be reconciled with this internal relation if we also assume 
that partic derives from a parallel root *werg—. But on the Greek 
side only the variant *werf—/wrp— is established. In addition to 
partic we should note (Hom.) fónañov ‘ club, cudgel; mace, staff’, 
xardadpoy (fem.) ‘shepherd’s staff’ (?), and, perhaps, $Gm-sc 


t On Greek —s— for Semitic s, see Belardi, «Maia», 2, 1949, 308; < Doxa >, 
3, 1950, 223. But the change s > Z was completed long before the advent of 
this word. 

2 Cf. Friedrich, o. c., $8 87-88. 

3 See Prellwitz, Etym. Wb. der griech. Sprache, 19057, 393; Boisacq 831; 
but especially Persson, Beiträge zur idg. Wortforschung, Y, 1912, 499 f. 
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* brushwood 7, pwrhtov ‘id’. And there is no need for tracing 
e&B3oc to *werb-; it is generally admitted, and it is indeed patent, 
that it can be from *$«x-9oc. The noun payvog ‘a prickly shrub’ 
(box-thorn or buckthorn) might be from *wyé—nos (not, however, 
from *wrp-nos) but is most likely an autochthonous word borrowed 
into Greek. However, the formation of @a680¢ presents difficulties 
even on the assumption that it derives from far- (in pants etc.) 
and not from a variant Q«f—. The suffix —Əo— is rather obscure 
and is mostly found in loanwords or words that must be suspected 
of non-Indo-European provenience". If we could still maintain 
that 6&B3oc derived from *ó«B-, we could meet this objection by 
saying that the primitive form was *xaó—yo- in which —by- deve- 
loped into -88— just as 2(Z)y resulted in -mt—?. But with far- as 
the basis, a derivative in —yo- could only give *óexro-. We must 
also try to account for the curious fact that $&p3oc, although 
an o-stem, is feminine. 

At this point, the chronological data call for closer attention. 
The feminine parte is attested, but only in the late lexicogra- 
phers. There can be no doubt that they extracted it from the 
well-known Homeric adjective xpucóppamtc. But it is just as 
certain that farls existed at one time, not only because of its 
appearance in xypevodepame but also on account of the deno- 
minative Qamíóc which is first attested in the 6th c. Yet, from 
Homer onwards the place of panic as a simplex noun is taken 
by 6«B3oc. This clearly shows that $&9oc is transformed from 
the earlier xris. It is also fairly clear how this change occurred. 
In compounds, the stem pamd—- appeared with the thematic 


t Schwyzer, GG, I, 508; cf. Brugmann, Grundriss, II, 1, 466f. In Homer, 
the only other word that has the same suffix as $&3oc is vopëi: Risch suggests 
(Wortbildung der homer. Sprache, 159) that the Greek word is transformed from 
an original *yopvn which would agree with Lithu. Zérna ‘ gut, intestine’ and 
OGH garn ‘ yarn? (IE *ghorno—/d). 

2 See Boisacq 831, but especially O. Haas, Gedenkschrift P. Kretschmer, 
I, 1956, 132 (who, however, strangely describes the etymon *wrab—yo-s as the 
«gewóhnliche Erklàrung », although Schwyzer and Risch do not even mention 
it). On xç see Schwyzer, GG, I, 325 f., 704, 7053; Lejeune, Traité de phoné- 
tigue grecque, 19552, 69; Allen, < Lingua», 7, 1958, 119 fn. 36; Stang, « Symbo- 
lae Osloenses», 33, 1958, 29; Diver, « Word» 14, 1958, 6.13 f.; Szemerényi, 
« Glotta », 38, 1960, 213. 
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vowel —o-, certainly from Late Mycenaean times, at least" There- 
fore, compounds with qépo, £yo had the form *@6wmuóo—gógoc, 
*Sanudo-dyo¢. If we compare these forms with the actually 
attested $«B93ooópoc, pafdodyoc, we can see that the original 
forms suffered syncope; we shall see further on that the length 
of the words played an important part in the process. At that 
stage, then, simple aris contrasted with compound ġaßèo—. 
In view of the frequency of the compounds, $«f8o- came to be 
generalized even in the simplex, and the new $&90oc perpetuated 
the feminine gender of the original panic. A blend of the new 
6XB93oc with the old ó«xíGo appears in the new faPdiGw (Aristo- 
phanes) 2. 


8) The epic group mtvuvóc, muwuth, nenvuuévoc presents great 
difficulties. It will be as well to begin with a survey of the facts. 

The adjective mtvit0¢ ‘ prudent, discreet’ occurs six times 
in the Odyssey (1,229; 4,211; 11,445; 20,131; 21,103; 23,361). 
The word is also used by Solon in his poem on eunomia (Diehl, 
3,40), by Pindar (lsthm. 8,26 Snell: o@gpovég € &yévovvo mevutot 
te 9uuóv), by Epicrates (muvutéc...Aégov, fr. 11,6, Edmonds II 
354), and even by late writers such as Lucian, Naumachius, or 
Quintus Smyrnaeus, although it is quite clear that it is simply 
part of their epic vocabulary ?; note Plutarch’s statement: qpov- 
ttdog TtvuTZc, @¢ Sn rontal AEyouow *. The privative Gmívucoc 


* On the almost general absence of the thematic vowel, especially in the 
type in —Fevt—, see Lejeune, « REA », 60, 1958, ro. 

2 [t is just conceivable that $&3oc, from éantdo—, is a thematic by-form 
of famıð—, just as beside yaAuB— we find yaxAvBo— (Solmsen, Beiträge, 60), although 
on the whole this is less likely, especially as even with yaAvB(o)— the o-stem 
seems confined to its use as an ethnic name. I do not see why Gäfäoc should 
be regarded as Pelasgic as is suggested at « IF», 61, 1954, 299, by Merlingen, 
and his derivation of ó&f3oc from a Pelasgic *wwrabAZos «gebogen» (« Lingui- 
stique Balkanique x, 4, 1962, 41) cannot account for the meaning. — As to the 
derivation of 6«Bditw, I should add that *$az(0)8-iteo, expanded from the 
earlier Gorze is also possible. 

3 In the epic cento quoted by Stobaeus (Axthologia, IV, 570 Hense), 
Naumachius (2nd c. A.D.) uses xtvuTóc three times (lines 2, 15, 22). It is ty- 
pical that he also uses mwenvupévoc (‘ wise’, l. 3) and mwvocéyev (l. 21). Note 
also the archaizing use of muwutdg in a 3rd c. A.D. elegy, ZG, IX, 2, 3173. 

^ Moralia (An seni respublica gerenda sit) 797 e. 
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* unwise, unconscious’ is used in Hesychius to explain the Homeric 
daten (see further on): drmivutws Zen, où ocopovGv, and the 
derivative verb &xtwuzéo in the Homeric Lexicon of Apollonius 
the Sophist for the same purpose: &mtwÓccov: &mwurOv, oÓ co- 
ppov@y, oÚx v Èv abcQ. 

An abstract noun mtvuv/ ‘understanding, wisdom’ appears 
only three times in Homer (ZZ. 7, 289; Od. 20, 71.228) and seems 
to be found only once more, in a late work (Hippocrates, Epist. 
18: D zuch povin dv éyeydver) =. 

A further abstract, wtvúr&ç, formed with the suffix —t&t- 
(-tyt-) and therefore shortened from mtvuto-Tat-, is used by 
the epigrammatist Anyte of Tegea (ca. 300 B.C., Anthologia Pala- 


* Frisk's discussion (« Eranos », 43, 1945, 215-225) is centred on the thesis 
that euch cannot be the abstract of mwuvóc. For this reason all examples 
which seem to show the existence of this type are removed one by one (218 f.): 
ppatpla, Touyta, dola, «iti, xdxy (which is ascribed to an unknown model). 
Instead we are asked to believe that aach is a primary verbal noun from 
nivvuat (type yeveth Broth) while TivuTÓg is a more recent formation. But 
the only parallel the author can quote is Lat. genitus which is indeed more re- 
` cent that gzdtus. He forgets to tell us why we have no example of a Greek *ye- 
vetóc etc., which would be more relevant to his purpose. It is also clear that 
Boch is not a verbal noun but an abstract from the Indo-European adjective 
*gtfTwos, ie. *g'"ZLwo-fà (= Lat. uīta < *wiwotd, Lithu. gyvafà), see Frankel, 
« KZ», 43, 1910, 208; Specht, «Gnomon», 3, 1927, 655. Wackernagel objected 
that Bloroc cannot be a denominative abstract (« GGN y, 1914, 34 = KSchr. 
1136, see also Schwyzer, GG, I, sor). But it cannot be a regular verbal abstract 
either; it would have to be transformed from *fottog or *Borotog (-&roc?). 
Wackernagel thought that Broth could have been formed on Bioroc according 
to the pattern —to¢:—th; but surely this means that fíovoc could have been 
formed on inherited Btor4. (All this requires a complete re-appraisal of the 
Greek group of Blog which will be given elsewhere). A further serious objec- 
tion to Frisk's view is that he fails to notice the importance of xaxy which 
shows that the abstract (= fem. of x«xóc) has a distinctive accent to differen- 
tiate it from xo; cf. Kuryłowicz, Accentuation?, 1958, 115 f. For this shows 
that the abstract of mtivuróç was expected in the form *mvity. The reason 
for the absence of this accentuation (and the actual ert) was clarified by 
Wackernagel: the sonants ¿u nr etc. do not carry the accent; hence Beaëuräe 
but xaxócvnc etc. See «GGN », 1909, 50 f., 1914, 20.f. (=A Schr. 1108 f., 1122 f.); 
Schwyzer, GG, I, 382; and with a different view of origins, Kurylowicz, o. c., 
42 f., 66. It is also clear that &nrívuvog is not a bahuvrihi with zort (Frisk, 
pp. 217, 224), but the negatived mwutdc. It is hardly necessary to quote 
cuveróc ` &covevoc (: &ocuveréo, in Aeol. &ouvvétyut), where no *ovverh is found. 
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tina 7,490)". A deliberate re-creation, obviously without any 
historical connection, is Eustathius’ mwvutéty¢ (681,43). 

A verb unge (or mvtoxw) ‘make prudent, admonish, 
correct ' (German « witzigen ») is certainly attested from Simonides 


on (Diehl II 72, frg. 20; see Add): 
Qc ómnóT«v ysuuépuov xaX uva muvvexy 
Zen kata téccepn x«i déxa... 


“makes the days calm’ (LSJ). It is used by Aeschylus (Persae, 
829 4.5 

TpÓc vXÜT Exetvoy ca@ppovety xeyonusvoy 2 

muvvoxet  eUAÓYoto. voulethucoy. 


The meaning ‘teach’ is clear at Callimachus, Hymn. ad 
Dianam, 152: 


nepara uo os, Dei, para TEDE mvdoxeL. 


Side by side with "wua we seem to have ztvdcow also. 
It is found in the Orphic Fragments š: 


AS A x0 ? i , M t £ 
Hoe yao áÜxwkrov mpopepectaty Zochy anacéwv 
totoy énotyeo0at tarasha T Zoo mivdccety, 


where the verb, in view of the transitive use of "tte, probably 


* Frisk (« Eranos », 43, 1945, 217 f.) advocates the view that it is simply 
enlarged from zur, just as moche is transformed from och (Wackernagel, 
« GGN p, 1914, 35 = KSchr. 1137) and Bécnc from Boch (Schwyzer, GG, I, 
529°). But Zoch ‘drink’ did not exist in Early Greek. The late voc, ‘ sample 
of wine’ (Ist c. B.C.? 2nd c. A.D.) cannot be hailed as a confirmation of this 
construct (Frisk, Le, 2187). It is quite clearly an innovation, probably a back- 
formation, see Palmer, Grammar of post-Ptolemaic papyri, Y, 1946, 60. In early 
times, woth was not formed, partly to avoid homonymy with the existing roth 
‘flight’, partly because zotév and xóoic; amply met all needs. I shall suggest 
elsewhere that motytog arose in the phrase é3ytbog 78€ moroio which became 
£851006 HOE nov? v(u)oc; this was followed by mott. The other example, Brótng, 
occurs only late and Wackernagel's judgement («nicht ganz klar», l.c.) still 
holds. But in view of Btorotoc (Apollonius Rhodius 2, 1006) it may be sug- 
gested that the existence of qtiAor/otog (Homer), vsorfoto; (Antipho Soph.), 
derived from otAdétyg vgórnc, prompted the back-formation B:ó<mç. 

2 On the textual difficulties of this line (which do not affect the verb 
in question) see Broadhead’s note ad 830 (Persae, 1960, 206 f.). 

3 O. Kern, Orphicorum fragmenta, 1922, 210, no. 178. 
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means ‘teach’, not ‘have understanding, know'*. Transitive 
meaning is undeniable in the passage of Naumachius ‘already 
quoted: 


vom 9 &ppaðéovtæ mivuccéuev, AAG xat atoay 


‘when a husband errs, the wife must try to make him see reason, 
but only when no one else is present, and even then she must 
use moderation’. The passive aorist apears in Iamblichus’ De 
vita Pythagorica (28,146 Deubner) “Opgedo.., tnd t&> patpds 
mivuoGele Epa... and émwócÜrn is reported from Pythagoras by 
Proclus (Plat, Timaeus, 291 a). 

It is generally held today that the earliest occurrence of this 
verb is at Miad 14,249. Hypnos, refusing to comply with Hera’s 
request, says: 

70x Y&p ue x«i KAAo teh Extvucoev &gstujh. 


This is, of course, only one of the possible variants of this highly 
controversial line, although, to be sure, it is presented by the 
majority of our best authorities (Aristarchus, Herodianus, ABC, 
etc.) and is therefore the vulgate reading. But we know that 
Zenodotus read &XAo ren... &pevuf. Unfortunately, in this form, 
his reading is not very clear. Parmeniscus preferred oce 7 
...&9eruf, a reading presented by a sizable group of our ma- 
nuscripts. Finally, the variant @AAo7g o7... éqgevu is also at- 
tested in the tradition. 

The vulgate reading puts a rather peculiar statement in the 
mouth of Hypnos. It is hard to get any satisfying sense out of it. 
The difficulties are well illustrated by Leaf's excellent summing 
up of the problems and proposed solutions?. Admitting that 
Bio gives no satisfactory meaning, he suggests that we might 
assume for 7tv9o0t) the construction of didé0xw, so that the mean- 
ing would be: ‘ thy command taught me another lesson’ which is 
said to be equal to ‘a lesson on another occasion’. This would 
be a very strange extension indeed. Besides, there can be little 


* Frisk (« Eranos», 43, 1945, 216) thinks that ‘understand, know’ is 
just as possible. But the other passages are against this interpretation. 

2 Leaf, The Iliad, Il, 19027, 84. Cf. also the detailed discussion in the An- 
hang of Ameis-Hentze (1879). 
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doubt that the phrase xoi @AAo (&)3tSaoxe (= éntvvocev ?) could 
only have the meaning: 'taught me another thing/lesson ', i.e. 
a second lesson, whether the complementary term to second be 
a preceding first lesson, of which there is no mention, or the present 
lesson which he is being taught just now — in either case an extre- 
mely improbable statement. But to return to ' lesson on another 
occasion’, if we wish Hypnos to say this, we must read &AAote, 
a reading which has ancient authority (Parmeniscus, etc.) and 
is of course without difficulty in the scriptio continua (AMAOTEH). 
Many scholars have adopted this reading on the grounds that 
the ‘right phrase’ is 78v xal &\Aote in any case — as is shown 
by the parallels z. The ' parallels ' are ZZ. 1,590, where Hephaestus 
tells his mother that she should not quarrel with Zeus, otherwise 
he will not be able to help her: 


Hon yee we xal XAT &AsbÉuevot Ueuaéiro 
BE S vy 


and JZZ 20,90, where Aeneas tells Apollo that he cannot face 
Achilles: 


(89) oÓ pev Y&p viv mpra modaxcog Zur "Auge 
echoouat, &AX NSN ue xal Adote 9Soupl póBTocv ... 


But in these passages the phrase Zë xai d&Adote has a very . 
clear meaning. Hephaestus pleads that he was flung off Olympus 
on a previous occasion and that the same will happen again if he 
should try to help his mother. Aeneas quite clearly states that 
he had a previous encounter with Achilles when he was chased 
away by Achilles spear, and the same will happen again if he 
should attempt to oppose him. But to make Hypnos say that 
* your command taught me a lesson on a previous occasion and 
it will teach me one again if I should obey you' is really prepo- 
sterous. 

The reading &XAove (hoh) is of course metrically indefen- 
sible, seeing that a word beginning before the third dzceps cannot 


* First suggested by the great comparatist, K. Brugmann, see: EZ» Prob- 
lem der homerischen Texthritik, 1876, 4.63 f. Ameis-Hentze (1878) followed suit 
with their &Adote oh éxivucoey Zoeruh, 


Loss of ior u 61 





close the third dzceps*. But there is an easy way out, we can read 
KAAo0 En or, accepting a psilotic text, XXAoc' £y ?. This, however, 
entails a further change: since £7 must refer to the person addressed, 
Hera, it is the equivalent of o7, and therefore the verb can only 
be éxtvucces 3 or Erivvocac. Now these readings lack all manus- 
cript support. Among the several variants mentioned by the 
scholiasts,or presented by our manuscripts, any change affecting 
the ending of the verb is conspicuous by its absence. We have 
therefore no right to introduce such a change, and the conse- 
quence is that neither ¿ñ (or £5), nor, with it, ZAAo60' (or &AXoc^) 
is acceptable. This applies with even greater force to van Leeu- 
wen's violent rewriting of the line as &AAot’ épetuy où &rivucoa 
or £getwn o, £nívucoc 4, The attempt to preserve the manuscript 
reading Ado ten but make it say what is thought to be required 
by assuming that is represents &AAote cef, reduced to &Xo «ef, 
by haplology within the phrase 5, must also be regarded as unsuc- 
cessful; only on paper can one take &AAo(teh) for anything else 
but &AAo 5. 


r: K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis homericts, 18823, 387 f.; P. Maass, Grie- 
chische Metrik (Gercke-Norden, Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft, 1, 19273, 
7) 22. See also H. Frankel, Wege und Formen frühgriechischen Denkens, 1955, 
105 (: « Eine genaue Halbierung des Verses wird vermieden») and Leaf, l.c. 
(: ‘metrically intolerable’). Hence the reading of Ameis-Hentze is out of the 
question. 

2 The former was advocated by Brugmann, Le, the latter by Bolling 
(«Classical Philology >, 42, 1947, 56; Mias Atheniensium, 1950). 

3 Brugmann, 0. c., p. 64, even says that this seems to have been Zeno- 
dotus' reading, but our sources do not mention any deviation in the verb. 
The reading &XAo90' £j £nívocosv Zoe? (Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 204), 
with šóç as a second person (lI) possessive and a 3rd person verb, is impossible: 
the * wide use of the possessive is strictly confined to the person of the verb. 

4 See his edition of the Miad (1912). 

5 Frisk, « Eranos >, 43, 1945, 216'. Although philologists have tried to 
extend the notion of haplology to word-sequences (see Schwyzer, GG, I, 264; 
Debrunner, Mélanges van Ginneken, 1937, 67 f.; repeated by Bolling, 4 Language », 
24, 1948, 47-50; Gonda, «Acta Orientalia >, 21, 1953, 267-79), Classical scho- 
lars have generally, and rightly, been reluctant to follow their lead. On Hesiod, 
Scutum, 254, see C. F. Russo's comment in his edition (1950, p. 141). Pisani 
(« RIL », 77, 1944, 529 f.) found the change from ob Lñ + subjunctive to future 
strange at Sophocles, Electra 43, and suggested, Yvoo[ouc] = Yvocouvoct, ignoring 
the fact that the future is yy@ooua. and the many parallels (not only Oed. Col.). 

6 The reading &AAo teh is retained by, e.g., Ludwich, Leaf, Allen. 


62 Loss of i or u 


It is then clear that “AAote is an impossible reading; so is 
any attempt to get the sense of XAXore out of the reading Qo. 
It will be seen therefore that the real stumbling block is not in 
&AAo but in the verb £mívucosv which, with the meaning ‘made 
wise, taught a lesson', simply does not make sense, whether we 
read &AAo ‘another lesson’ or &X^ore ‘on another occasion’. 
The whole trend of Hypnos’ speech leads us to expect him to 
say something very different. ‘Anyone else I could and would 
easily lull to sleep but Zeus I could not, I would not even go near 
him. Why do I refuse? Because your behest Aën ue xai Bio 
emtvvooev. On the day when Heracles set sail from Troy, I brought 
sleep on Zeus and when he awoke, seeing what you had done to 
his son, he all but caught me’. Your behest has taught me a 
lesson — and another lesson at that — would be a very awkward 
way of expressing the thought that the consequence of obeying 
your command taught me a lesson. 1t is quite clear that what 
Hypnos is trying to say is that ‘ your command has got me into 
trouble, has led me astray before now’. In other words, énivucoev 
is not from tv0oc0, but from éxtvdoom, here used in the sense 
° egged on, instigated’. Thus the meaning of Hypnos’ state- 
ment becomes clear: ‘ you have prodded me (to do) another thing 
(other things) before now and I have very nearly paid very dearly 
for obeying you ’. 

At first sight this interpretation of &mwóoco might seem to 
be at variance with the basic meaning ‘ touch with a sharp point, 
prick, stab, pierce’ given in the best modern dictionary of Greek, 
Liddell-Scott-Jones. But a closer look at actual usage shows that 
this basic meaning is contradicted by the facts. It is true that 
in the Homeric epic where the verb almost always appears in 
battle descriptions, v0occ could at times be taken as meaning 
to ‘pierce’. Thus the phrases vue Evyet (JJ. 5, 45.579; 13,178; 
15,536; 16,343), 9oup! (11, 95.252.424; 12,395; 16,404; 20,488), 
X*XxG (16, 345), or the absolute voe — with only a following 
«iyuh (11,234; 20,397), &Yxst (7,260; 12,404) or &xexfj (17,48; 
23, 819) revealing the ‘instrument’ — can readily be understood 
as ' pierced’, especially as the aorist implies the accomplishment 
of the deed. It is more difficult to interpret voacovvec Evototor 
uécov oáxos aigy Éxovvo (11,565) in the same way, since the con- 
tinuity, Le. repetition, of the action, expressed by the participle 
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and the imperfect would leave Ajax’ shield riddled with holes; 
this applies also to vwoooovtes Etgeoty te x«i Éyysotw duoryvotsw | 
Gc«v nò opetwv (13,147; cf. 15,278; 17,731) and vuocouévov Etgeoty 
te xal Éyysotw (16,637 = 14,26), used of spears and shields clashing 
against each other. But ‘ piercing’ is clearly impossible when 
the poet says (16, 703 f.) 

...TQlg Ó adtov aneotupeAtev ` AmÓXAQV 

yetpcoo’” Gouda ouewhy donida woouv. 


Even immortal hands could hardly have pierced a shield; the 
meaning suggested is ‘strike’ or ' push (aside) '*. And this use, 
with a complete absence of any shade of actual piercing, recurs 
at Odyssey, 14,484, where the ‘stranger’ tells Eumaeus: 


xal ént  £yóv “OdSvaja rpoonúðwuv ZO svt 
Gréit, VOEKG. .. 


The meaning is simply ‘having nudged him with the elbow’ 
(LSJ !). 

The expression x0óve A Éxvumov Ge Loo, vocoovtes NAJO 
at Hesiod, Scut. 61 f. is also incompatible with ‘ piercing’, 
even with ‘ touching with a sharp point’; note LSJ: ' dinting the 
earth with their hoofs’. Aristophanes’ yyaudsiea yyouny volo! éxépo 
Aóyo avttAoyyou (Clouds 321) is illuminated by Plato's corre- 
sponding statement (7heaet. 154 de, cited by Kock): euveMÓvcec 
BOPLOTLRGS sic Vë GAANAWY TOUS AóYouc Tot, AóYotc Expobousv. 
The meaning is ‘hit, strike, jostle, push’, possibly ‘crush’, 
but not ‘ prick’ (LSJ), confirmed by Plutus 784: vottover yap xoci 
qAGot tavTixvyULa: «feriunt enim et contundunt tibias»? or, 
perhaps, better, ‘How they nudge your ribs, and punch your 
shins "3. l 

A comparison of the use of vócco with other verbs used of 
close-range fight in the Jad bears out our conclusion. Especially 


* Cp. Leaf's note: ‘“‘voeowy seems here to imply no more than a blow 
from the band. Elsewhere it means a stab with a pointed instrument". On 
the latter statement see the text further on. 

2 Van Leeuwen, Plutus, 1904, 116. 

3 B. B. Rogers, Plutus, 1907, 87. 
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instructive is a comparison with rose which is used in almost 
identical phrases *. Note, e.g., 


Od. 24,527 voxtov 8& Elgecty te xal Zyyeow Guerra, 
JI. 13,147 wooovtes Bioeoh te xal ëyyecwv ZUugquyÓbotot; 
Jl. 17,313 uéoņny xatà yaotépa tobe (yax), 
16,345 f. xatà OTOUM VHAEE YaAKG 
vüfe: tò S’avtixpv Béeu y&Axsov &Eenéornosv. 


Nor is there any difference in the entrance and effect of the 
spear whether it is used with tnt or vócco. Idomeneus vote 
Erymas with his spear in the mouth, with lethal effect (16,345 f.); 
Ajax rode Phorcys in his stomach, pierced his corslet, and killed 
him. 

In view of the use of vúcoo at Jad 16,704, in the Odyssey, 
the Scutum, and in Aristophanes, there can be no doubt that 
the basic meaning is not ‘ pierce’ but simply ‘hit, strike, push, 
etc. '. The Mad exploits its possibilities for the battle scenes which 
call upon half-a-dozen words to give variety to the description 
(&Axov c, Osiva, nahocw, TONTH, vg, oùto). All the same, the 
use of vwoow in a sense very close to piercing remains a meta- 
phorical use ?, no more implying that piercing was the basic sense 
than in the case of tomo, etc. 

The result of this survey is that Hypnos says: ' Your command 
has prodded (urged) me (to do) another thing before now.' This 
interpretation is supported by the almost identical phrase in 
which petu) appears at Iad 21,299: 


«ovXp 6 BH, péya Y&p pa Dein Ürpuvev geruh. 


It is not without interest to note at this stage that, although 
the whole grammatical and lexicographical tradition seems to know 


* Cf. A. Bloch, Zur Geschichte einiger suppletiver Verba im Griechischen, 
Diss. Basel, 1940, 83 f., but especially H. Trümpy, Avriegerische Fachausdrücke 
im griechischen Epos, Basel 1950, oo f., esp. 96-7 and roo f. 

2 "Trümpy, o. c., 97, rightly insists that ‘ push, nudge’ is not a metapho- 
rical sense. We need not deny of course that in late Greek (Theocritus, LXX, 
Aelian, the medical writers) vicow, and especially its compounds, were used 
in the sense ‘ prick, sting". But it is likely that the verb was no longer alive 
and the poetic word was applied in what seemed to be its meaning in Homer. 
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of énivuccev only, there appear to be traces of the interpretation 
here advocated. The reading éxévuocev was recorded by Ameis- 
Hentze (Anhang, 1879) from the Syriac Palimpsest* and the 
same variant occurred once again in a 2nd c. A.D. papyrus (POx. 
III, 551). 

Before leaving the passage I should like to mention that, 
if the verb is taken from vwoow, an alternative construction cannot 
be ruled out. We have mentioned above that one branch of critical 
tradition advocated the reading 


HSN yee ue xal KAAo te) Énivucostv égecuj. 


It will be seen that, with vooo ‘hit, strike’, it is possible to 
interpret the statement as "for another thing (punishment, 
disaster) has before now hit me (befallen, struck me) as a result 
of your command’, whether el is taken with the verb or with 
the dative: te} énl &£gevu (or te} én’ Évucoev, . .). 


But, even though the positive 7tvóoco must be deemed 
to be absent from our Homer, the negative dc&mtwócoo is well 
attested. It is used in the meaning ' be unconscious’ at ZZ. 15,10: 


e 5 5 z s 3 y ew 3 f 
Ó Ò &pyoaAÉco £ysv KoOuat. xo &mwocov. 


The sense ‘be unwise’ appears in the Odyssey: 


5,342 — 6,258 Soxéetg SE por ox Gadget, 


A. Nehring rightly says that the basic meaning of a&mvicow, 
derived from mwutéc, must be "ro have no intellectual power’. 
Accordingly, ve amwicowy is ' without sensibility in the soul’, 
while in the Odyssey-passages the secondary nuance ‘ to be foolish ’ 
makes its appearance °. 

The base mwv- underlies two further derivatives, unfortu- 
nately recorded by Hesychius only: 


tlyvvotg ` obvectc 
TUVULLEVYV ` OUVETTV. 


* Allen lists this source in the Sigla (Homer opera, 19543, p. XXIV bottom) 
but does not record its reading at ZZ. 14,249. 
° A. Nehring, «Classical Philology », 42, 1947, 121. 
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In view of the standing correlation between verbal adjective 
in —tog and noun of action in ~-otc, the formation of mívucic 
is clear, and finds an immediate parallel in the pair cuvetóc: 
cóveotc. The gloss mtvuuévyv, which looks as if it were the present 
participle of an athematic active *mnívopt or middle *tvuyat; 
is not quite safe to use; it may be a form ventured by a late poet 
who, on the strength of say uvatóç : ðğúvauat, etc., coined a 
present for mtwvutéc, and need not represent the ‘old’ present 
on which mtvutóc seems to be based. 


The existing forms can be tabulated as follows: 


Twutóg (Hom.) mw$oxo  (Simonid., Ae.)  mívvotc 

zuch (Hom. mvtvóoco (Orph. Naum.) mtvuuévav 

Tivót&c (Anyte) d&mwóooo (Hom.) (*mlvOu P) 
&nívuvoc (late) 


The interrelations of these formations are of varying clarity. 
As we have pointed out already, mtvutT) is the feminine of mivutóg 
used as an abstract. Similarly, mwwot%> implies an existing or 
merely intended *mtvuto-vàc. The noun Tívoot; is also clear, 
once Ttyu7Óóc is explained. But the formation of mwurtós, in relation 
to *xiviut, seems somewhat unusual. If mívup( is a vu-verb, 
the —to— adjective ought to be from the root ni~, i.e. *x-vóc, We 
must therefore conclude that "wurde was reformed after the 
original present-stem m-yvv—, which had been generalized, or 
else that mu- is not a vu-verb. This problem can be discussed 
more profitably further on. 

Likewise problematical is the formation of muvboxe | miwvvoow 
and the negative &ztvócco, It is indubitable that Homer has the 
intransitive amvvoow, As I have shown above, the positive 
muvoow does not occur in Homer. In Late Greek, however, 
Tiv9060€ does occur, but it is also certain that the earlier form is 
the causative nivúcoxw. The latter is not explained by saying that 
it is based on the old variant &mvdoxw in Homer *, since, on the 
contrary, the reading &ztv0oxo could only be preferred by Aristo- 


* Debrunner, «IF», 21, 1907, 241. 
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phanes of Byzantium because he knew of the existence of mvvoxw 
only. We are then faced with the following chronological relations: 


Hom. &mivÓcoO intrans. 

. . f e 
Simonides, Aeschylus “wuoox@ causative 
Late TLVUGOW causative. 


The strange contrast between intransitive &mivúcow and 
causative viv00X0O is, so far as I can see, paralleled by one other 
pair only. The intransitive usÜbo ‘be drunk’ makes its first 
appearance in the Odyssey (18,240). A clear causative us0boxo 
‘make drunk, intoxicate’ appears much later in Xenophon’s 
Cyrupaedia; ó Se cóc nathe, Zon, o Tat, "lung od pebdoxetat: 
(1, 3, 11). But -oxo never forms causatives, so that eloo 
itself calls for clarification?. There are of course other verbs 
in -oxo with causative meaning; cp. BiB&oxw in the compounds 
Sta PiBaroxw, suPiBdoxw, smBrB&oxm (also Hom. E£mfaoxéusv for 
imBiBaoxéusv??); minmtoxw; evdidvoxm éxdiddoxm (LXX) But, 
as has been shown by Leumann, the factitive meaning of these 
verbs is due neither to the reduplication nor to the suffix 
—ov—3, In all these cases the factitive meaning originates in the 
s-aorist which contrasts with the intransitive root-aorist (Éfmv: 
EByou, Zog ` Émica, duv ` vox). Leumann is probably right in 
thinking that the model for this type was totaoxe (Od. 19,574), 
which accounts for both the causative meaning and the redu- 
plication. But for the unreduplicated type in —oxo with factitive 
meaning we have to look in a different direction. The suffix -ox- 
was exploited with an intensive, frequentative and even incho- 
ative function (the last best known from Latin) Thus, beside 
Homeric and later xvéw ‘ be pregnant’, an inchoative form makes 
its appearance in Herodotus. The interesting fact is that it is a 
deponent: xvtoxowat ' become pregnant, conceive’. The deponent 
emphasizes either the intransitive character of the verb or the 


* Hence the parallel does not explain mvboxw (Frisk, «Eranos», 43, 218). 

2 The earliest (5th c. B.C.) of the group is xataStBéoxw in a Corinthian 
inscription (Schwyzer, Delectus, 126 ay; but, significantly, it is not causative, 
as are the other members of the group, but intensive. 

3 M. Leumann, «Museum Helveticum », 14, 1957, 79f.; cf. «Glotta », 
32, I953, 2o62, Add. 
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notion of personal involvement (so-called ‘dynamic middle’) =. 
This is also seen in Homeric šmwmwuploxoue, and the redupli- 
cated Titúoxouat (from tevyw), and Ionic futcxopat (from $éo: 
éppuyv). A well-known case is &Atoxowat where, on the strength 
of the aorist €&Awv, we would expect a present *&Alox«; ġħtoxoua 
is obviously due to the meaning. But once a medio-passive form 
was established, it was possible to produce an active with a causa- 
tive meaning. This is well shown by the emergence of xvicxw 
‘to impregnate ’, which is of course a late form (used by Himerius, 
4th c. A.D.). But the compound évaxvioxew is found in Aristotle. 
Similarly, the proverb éAég«c piv où% oxet recorded by 
Zenobius (2nd c. A.D.)? shows how a transitive was extracted 
from the intransitive / passive GAtcxouot, Although rather late, 
these cases indicate the way in which us0úoxo must have emerged. 
It is interesting to note that the first occurrence of the —ox— form 
is a middle: psbvoxeta: (Hdt.1, 133). It is clear that only 
ueQdoxw ‘ become drunk’ could at first be used side by side with 
the active us0bo ‘be drunk’. . But the meaning of the verb led 
to the creation of the middle peðúcxouat which then made it 
possible to form a causative ue000xc. This makes its first appea- 
rance in Plato: m&vV0' Berg dv 78ovg ad pebboxovta mapdpoovac 
vot (Laws 649d); however, the aor. x«vreus9uc« appears earlier, 
at Herodotus 1,106. The early peðúucðyy (Aeolic pass. aor. inf., 
Alcaeus) has of course nothing to do with ue0boxo: it is the inten- 
sive (pass. aorist of Veloen, of the same type as čtevohðny 
évevonOny 3, 


* I would therefore assume that the original active tora ‘I step’ (cf. 
Skt. ¢¢sthdmi, Lat. sisto) was replaced by eraus, not because of the frequent 
pattern active perfect: middle present (drwda : GAAuuet, Leumann, «Glotta », 32, 
2067) but to stress the personal effort. This also accounts for mopevouat; the 
gradual favouring of the middle in this verb, at the expense of the active opene, 
which was the original form, made it possible to create an active, but now tran- 
sitive paradigm with the meaning ‘ make go, carry, ferry etc.’, a development 
that parallels that of totus / Eotyaa etc. Cf. also Debrunner, Griechische Wort- 
bildungslehre, 1917, 107 f. 

2 See E. L. von Leutsch-F. G. Schneidewin, Corpus Paroemiographorum 
Graecorum, Y, 1839, 74. 

3 This is in competition with évevónc«, while from éntvoéw only £revónoc 
is found. I now see that wed0oxw was explained in the same way by Wacker- 
nagel, « Glotta >, 7, 1916, 291. 


Loss of i or u 69 





It seems that only this type of development can account 
for the causative meaning of mwvvcxw. And this brings us to 
the next important question: what is the present formation on 
which this ox-derivative is based? The obvious. answer would 
seem to be: mvbcow, which, even if not found in Homer, is gua- 
ranteed by the negative &rv0cco; zogen in its turn can be inter- 
preted as being from *pinutyð, i.e. formed from “uvuçóç in the 
same way as Gréin is from the o-stem &yyedog'. But this 
explanation does not account for mvuté¢ itself which must be 
based on a verbal stem, whether this be mvv- or m-. In other 
words, "wurde still demands a present Fotoe or *xtviut (pos- 
sibly *miwooua | baue, We may now add that *mwóo can 
easily account for *nwwbcow, The Homeric verbs ^va | évcow 
‘to be restless, distraught, beside oneself’, £&agóo [ apvcow ‘draw 
(liquid) ', &ebw/ (Hdt.) d&pbocopa ‘id.’, show how an original 
*rwbe could acquire a by-form *7wócoco, It should also be born 
in mind that, even if &mvicow can come from a privative &rivucoc, 
the latter is not attested until very late times, and we may be, 
indeed probably are, wrong in regarding &mtvóoco as necessarily 
derived from an unattested &€n(vuvoc. The reason for this assump- 
tion is the general rule that negative verbs cannot be formed 
by simply prefixing a privative &— to an existing positive verb °, 
Neverthless, there are a few well-known cases where analogy, 
usually the contrast with the positive verb also present in the 
utterance, did produce this irregular kind of negative formation. 

The best-known is Theognis Ge (l. 621): 


Tc ttc TÀo00tov &vOpa tlet, ġriet SE evuypóv. 


* See Debrunner, «IF», 21, 1907, 255. Frisk («Eranos», 43, 217 f.) 
derives &rivócoo from *kmivutog or directly from much, but thinks that 
muvvoxw is the causative of mívuuat; the late mvicow (Hom. énivocosv is in 
his view an aorist but the form is not explained) is either from Tuvo or rwv- 
tóc, or contaminated from mtwóoxo and d&mvicow. In my view, the late mivo- 
océuev and mivýooety — these are the only forms we have of a present mvdcow — 
are simply based on ZZ, 14, 249, which in Alexandrian scholarship became 
firmly established as ‘ taught (a lesson) °. 

2 See Wackernagel, Vorlesungen über Syntax, ll, 1928", 292; Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 432; Frisk, « Göteborg Högskolas Arsskrift », 47/11, 1941, 4; A. C. Moor- 
house, Studies im the Greek negatives, 1959, 60. 
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But equally clear (nonce?) formations are Plato's porów | &vopotóo 
(Rep. 5465), Hermippus’ &vadopar (: & 760’ Boa, vaUvx vbv dv7- 
ouat). In Homer, the aor. &ní0nce / &ni0no«v and fut. &m0720o I 
nhos ‘to disobey’ are frequently used, always in a negative 
phrase (009' &riðnos etc.). Since the positive v10/«c and mhosg 
‘to obey’ are also frequent, it would seem natural to assume 
that dmOy- is, contrary to the rule stated above, simply the 
negatived zm — To avoid an infringement of the rule, Schwyzer 
separates Grof from mOy-, and regards it as formed from 
dofie 1, although the latter appears only in the 3rd. c. B.C.? 
Even Aeschylus’ eóniU76 — so far as its existence is really guaran- 
teed, see Liddell-Scott-Jones — cannot outweigh the Homeric 
Eùnetðns, father of Antinous?. The fact that mðn- is only 
used in the aorist and future — the present Gë is convenient, 
perhaps necessary, for the lexicographer, but it does not exist — 
that is to say precisely in the tenses in which 7@y- is found, 
combined with the fact that it is always negatived so that ovx 
amuOnaow, oó anOyjcet, etc., are emphatic variants of the simple 
zeen, etc., conclusively proves that &mðy- is a contrastive 
formation to "mä which went beyond the frequency of the 
other (nonce) formations mentioned above because it was so 
handy. It is hardly necessary to assume that the participle anOjouc 
(unattested!) played a material part in the process *. It is obvious 
that ont &mtvócostv is the same type of contrastive formation 
to *mwo(occ)o. It was made possible, and was called into exis- 


* Schwyzer, GG, I, 514. 

2 [t is used by Timo Philosophus (3rd c. B. C.) 

3 Besides, Aeschylus himself uses &met0éo (e.g. Ag. 1049). 

^ Risch's suggestion, Wdg. 166. But Schwyzer rejects even this possi- 
bility and explains the clear &éxov by saying that the latter was no longer felt 
to be a participle (GG, I, 432). My interpretation seems to be in agreement with 
that of Moorhouse, o. c., 61. But he is misled by ZS/ into thinking that *d&m- 
0£c can also mean ‘ fail to persuade ' and draws conclusions from this. The plain 
fact is that o08' dxtOyoé viv (Pindar, PyZA., 4,36) is unique in meaning and 
construction: Gino with accusative is at variance with the invariable con- 
struction of numerous Homeric passages; it is interesting that LSJ (s. v. vw) 
not only contradict their earlier statement but also venture to introduce a 
datival ou, Clearly the passage is to be read as amtOyoé tv (Snell, Bowra) or, pos- 
sibly, &nt0no£ Fw (even, with Korinna, Gring &v). 
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tence by the need for a handy understatement (odx d&mtwooo) 
in the intellectual sphere; its use was then extended to positive 
turns (xe a&rwwiocey) *. 

We must therefore envisage the earliest historical relations 
as follows: 


TV ~ *rvboow «———»- amivvoow 


TELVUTOSG frequ. *rivóoxo ——> Tuten) ——> caus. "Dr. 
TELVUTY) 


A slightly different scheme could be: 


[vu ue — — *miwoxopat (inchoat.) 
/ , f 
TiyUTÓG, "Luut zeien ` (caus.) 
5 Li 
ÈTTLVUTOG 
b 


doten (< *anwut—yo) —— mico. 


At this juncture we must ask whether there are any related 
formations in Greek and/or the cognate languages. 

On the grounds of meaning, Homeric ménviou. (ZZ 24,377), 
nénvico (Od. 23.210), -nenvčoðar (ZZ. 23,440; Od. 10,498), ED, 
uévoc (7L. 3,203, etc., frequent) certainly belong with our group. 
This relation was for a long time successfully obscured by Schulze 
who introduced an oversubtle distinction ?. That &urvirto, 
aurvuvOy, found only in descriptions of fainting, and dvarvetoat, 
should come from the same source (mvéw) « haud facile mihi persua- 
serim » (p. 323). He separated therefore the two and ascribed 
to (&g)rvU— the meaning «bei Bewusstsein, im Vollbesitz seiner 
Geisteskrüfte sein» (voetv, qpoveiy) This is the meaning in 
which «emvUcÜat is used of Tiresias at Od. 10,495; but later this 
form came to be used in the sense «sapere». This semantic 
change is also seen in mvvpévny, mvuTh, mivutTÓc, but especially 
in &rtv0cco which in the Odyssey is uopafvo, but at H 15,10 still 


* This interpretation is also presented in the Etymologicum Magnum 
(122, 32 f., s. dmv0oow): Gomep nap TÒ dpbw ylvetar dpdoow, obvo xxl mo 
eo "tuten yivetat moto xal ETÈ roi otepnTtixoD « a&rivicoe. 

2 Quaest. epic., 1892, 322 f. 
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means «ohne Bewusstsein ». However, it is more than doubtful 
whether zo. always indicated a mental state, especially as Tele- 
machus could hardly be zemuuëuos in the sense of «prudens, 
sapiens». This is confirmed by -owvóo ‘to move and bustle 
about’ which is an intensive present of xvU— and thus proves for 
the latter the more primitive meaning «sich rühren, regen », and 
for tenvipevoc, «rührig, regsam, rüstig». The length of myö- 
proves that this is to be linked with wvñfg, which, as he had 
suggested before (p. 280) was to be read (instead of mvetet = mvéct) 
in the line (ZZ. 17,447 = Od. 18,131): 


T&vcON Ócca Te yatav Ert mveter te xol Zonet 


«was sich auf Erden rührt und regt». 

It is one of the strange phenomena of the progress of Classical 
scholarship that this peculiar and wilful interpretation managed 
to sway many serious scholars (Leaf?, Leeuwen, Boisacq, LSJ, 
Schwyzer). Yet the foundation is of the flimsiest. Fortunately, 
today we possess A. Nehring's lucid analysis of the Homeric 
descriptions of syncope?. He has proved that: 

I. &unvuto, &urvo(v)0y mean ‘ to recover one's breath’; they 
go with avanvéw, and all denote a physical event which separates 
them from 7érvupat, an intellectual state? (109 f.). 


r Rather surprisingly, Schulze admits (324°): aliter interpretatus est for- 
mulam iam auctor A. Hom. in Cer. 366: Came. te xal Zoe, 

2 A. Nehring, Homers descriptions of syncopes, «Classical Philology », 
42, 1947, 106-121. 

3 There is naturally no objection to Telemachus' being described as 
metvunevog (Nehring 109 f.. Note in particular Penelope’s chiding at Od. 
18, 215: Tyrcuay’, odxéts tot pogveg Epredor oddE vonua, 220: obxéte TOL qpévec 
glolv valoiro o58& vonua, together with the reply of TyAguayoo Tenvuuévoc 
(226) at 228 f.: adtap ¿YO Buu vodw xal ofda Exacta, / čo0Ad te nal tà yépna 
mapog Set. vaniog Ta. Since LSJ give as the first meaning of renvicbar 
* to be conscious, in full possession of one’s faculties ’ it is perhaps worth point- 
ing out that even at Od. 10,495 the meaning is ‘to be wise’, as is shown by 
the fact that Tiresias’? ppévec gumedot slow (493) and (494 f.) t xal teOvndte 
voov móos [lepcepévera oto menvicOa, where the last word clearly amplifies the 
preceding vóov mépe. Cicero's translation «solum sapere» (De divinatione, 
I, 88) did not state something that would be inept (Schulze 323'). But, as LSJ 
note, in Hellenistic times mervdo$at was indeed connected with mvéo, so that 
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2. "oe is not from mvv- ' to be agile’, but from mvéo, 

and describes physical exertion by reference to panting (110). 
Today the danger is not so much that Schulze’s artificial 
Tv. ‘be agile, be conscious, be wise’ will continue to be 
accepted 7, as an indiscriminate combination of all words beginning 
with m-. Thus R.B. Onians, who rightly argues that &unvuto 
and mourvow are derived from mvém?, insists at the same time 
that mind, thought, knowledge are breath (p. 53 f., esp. 56) and 
so Téervuuat, too, is from mvéw and means not merely ‘I have 
received (!) breath’ and so ‘I have breath’? but also something 
like ‘I have intelligence, wisdom’ (p. 58 f.). He expressly rejects 
any attempt to link mémvOyat with mivutdc, "gur (58°). Never- 
theless, it is to be hoped that others will be less easily persuaded 
that ‘ breath’ was equated by the ancient Greeks with ‘ mind, 
thought, knowledge’. It is one thing to believe that ‘ advice, 
wisdom, etc.’ can be put or ‘inspired’ into a man’s soul, but 
quite a different matter to conclude that his wisdom is conceived 
of as his breath. If it were from mvéw, nénvvuat could, as an inten- 
sive perfect (cf. xéxp%ya ‘I shout’, Sédopx« ‘I look’, etc.), mean 
‘I breathe’, a meaning eventually carried into the verb in Helle- 
nistic Greek as the quotations from Polybius above have shown. 
But ‘ I breathe ’ is separated from ‘ I am wise’ by an unbridgeabled 
gulf. This cannot be sufficiently emphasized, seeing that even 
Schwyzer was prepared to ignore the semantic differences and 
combine rather disparate forms at the cost of certain phonetic 
improbabilities. He maintained that mivuvtóç was to be connected 
with menvipévog and më, its t being an anaptyctic vowel +. 
For the semantic connection, he referred to the phrase émunctae 


Polybius could write: tote Cot xal menvupévotc &v8ptot (6, 47, 9), and cixdvag 
olovel Cocas xal mervoguévac (6, 53, 10), and a phrase like the latter was no 
doubt the source of Virgil's «excudent alii spirantia mollius aera, credo equidem 
uiuos ducent de marmore uoltus» (.Aen., VI, 848-9). 

t Although Risch (HW¿dg, 288) accepted Schulze’s views on rnotnvow and 
mérvotat as late as 1937. 

2 Origins of European thought, 1951, 53 f., apparently without knowing 
of Nehring’s article pubblished in 1947. 

3 This is of course an incorrect interpretation of the perfect which could 
only be the intensive perfect, see the text further on. 

4 Schwyzer, GG, I, 278. Add. 
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naris, used by Horace (Sat. I 4, 8. But this has nothing to do 
with breathing — even if the nose is mentioned — and gives no 
support to Schwyzer's contention’. Nor is the way in which he 
disposes of the phonetic difficulty any more acceptable. He assumes 
that ztvuvÓc stands for *zvut6¢ with an anaptyctic vowel. But 
anaptyxis is unknown in Early Greek and could only be accepted 
in the present case if the semantic link were cogent. Nor are the 
parallels quoted correct. The Delphic ordinal £fóegoc is not from 
IE *sebdmos since this never existed ?. The derivation of 3oAtyóc 
is not very clear. Butit is clear that if IE *Z/eZo- had resulted in 
*9oAxóc, that would have remained 3. The Hesychius-gloss «498197 
is, as Latte suggests, most likely corrupted from &9e197e, a conta- 
mination of &6eAgsóc and peatne, while &Aàtpata is to be replaced 
by angata (Latte's reading, cf. «SEG », 8, 474, 17) *. The noun 
xitvoretov ' venomous beast, esp. serpent’ is used by Callimachus 
(Hymn. lov. 25) in the 3rd c. B.C., and by Nicander in the 2nd 
c. B.C. The form oo is used by Nicander alone. Surely there 
is no possible justification for regarding xvn- as the less original 
form, and every reason for accepting the view (LSJ) that xvoy 
is shortened from xtvemecvov 5, The word for ‘lead’, which appears 


* See also Nehring, 1. c., 111. 

2 Szemerényi, Numerals, 6 f. 

3 The Indo-European group has been discussed several times in recent 
years. The assumption of different enlargements from a basic *de/-, so that the 
Greek form would represent *do/-z-gh- while Sanskrit dirgha— would come 
from *dfagho-— (e.g., Burrow, «TPS», 1949, 32; Turner, < BSOAS », 18, 1956, 
541), not only disrupts the continuity of the geographical area (Aryan-Bal- 
toslav-Germanic?) but also leaves out of account Gk. évderexnc. Yet, it seems 
clear that the latter reflects *8eAeyog replacing *dAnyog = (Av. drajd, and 
*dléghos demands d/gho- (or *dleHghos ` *alHgho-) for Greek, too. But *8eAeyoc 
suggests that the adjective was *9oAoyóc, so that the only problem is the chan- 
ge of o to zZ. Now Seiler has shown (Die primären griechischen Steigerungsformen, 
1950, IOI f) that there is a close parallelism between ƏoAuxyóç and Gene, He 
is wrong, however, in assuming that —oXv— represents IE / (or zéie an IE 
Séi, It is clear that 8oAtyóg is transformed from *80AXoyóc after óM-oç. Add. 

^ Probably a blend of à4éo and Vu kfimgroc, 

5 Not only in the sense that the end-part —zetov has shrunk to —p. The 
initial xw— was also syncopated to xv-; but from our point of view this case 
is of no interest since the 2nd c. B.C. already shows the effects of the new ac- 
cent. The original form was most likely xwe which, with éemetév, gave d 
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as Héëiuboc uoc BóMBoc, etc., is certainly not from uuoÀB-, 
on the contrary; the form goABic ‘weight (of seven minae)’ is 
syncopated from wodvBlg or uoXic'. The quotation of Modern 
Greek xomwóc from ancient x«xvóc merely underlines the fact 
that it is impossible to find an authentic example of anaptyxis 
in the group —v- in Ancient Greek ?. l 

Thus the combination of mwutég with mvéw on the basis of 
anaptyxis is phonetically impossible; semantically it is likewise 
untenable. We can therefore confine our enquiry to the inter- 
relations of the semantically closely knit group formed by muvutdc 
and the other formis with mwv- on the one hand, and zérvupat, 
memvupevog on the other. To the latter we must certainly add a 
few names, among them Ilvutaydpac. 

As to the etymon of zu. several suggestions can be dismissed 
without further ado.  Brugmann's derivation from *wFv-vu— (to 
achieve connection with vy—m—tloc)? or (e)mt-vu- (to link this 
with véfog and Cretan wvayar = dbvauar)+ is just as impossible 
as Meillet's from an IE *Z"zwz-— (to equate its ‘root’ *k”yeu— 
with Slavic cuz «notice, feel ») 5. The only serious candidate in 


metov; this, reinterpreted as xtvwn—etov, led to the back-formation x(t}veon-. 
The word cannot have anything to do with a similar word for ‘ bear’, xuvoðreg, 
KRVOVMEVS XVOTEUG. 

* Cf. Solmsen, Zezráge, 60°. 

? Anaptyxis is of course found on the vases and elsewhere from the late 
6th c. B.C. (see Schwyzer’s section 2). But all the examples are with liquid + 
stop ('Epsufc) or u (2eAapova); stop + liquid (Bdpayyoc). The only example 
for stop + z is xóvotx (Hekataios etc.): moto (Theocritus), the name of va- 
rious species of the fleabane, an ill-chosen example, since this plant-name is 
certainly not Greek; besides, on what grounds can one say that the earlier form 
shows anaptyxis and not the later syncope? 

3 Brugmann, Griech. Gram., 19003, 293. 

4 Brugmann, « IF», 19, 1906, 214; 30, 1912, 372. Note that the Myce- 
naean data show that vóoç is not from vóFoc, see Szemerényl, Gedenkschrift 
P. Kretschmer,- JZ, 1957, 166; Lejeune, «BSL», 52, 1957, 189 (on Wipinoo); 
E. Vilborg, A tentative grammar of Mycenaean Greek, 1960, 43.92.97.141. 

5 Meillet, «MSL », 13, 1905, 39 (répeated from «MSL », 8,1894,286). The 
derivation of ni- < Z#%¿— is unacceptable today (in spite of Schwyzer's qualified 
support, GG, I, 301); besides, ¢u¢z has now found a different etymon see Vasmer, 
REW, III 361. Meillet's etymon has also been given up by Pisani, < Ricerche 
Linguistiche», 1, 1950, 176". Schwyzer's derivation of mvéw from *$—ne-u-—nmz 
(GG, I, 696 with fn. 2) 1s irrelevant, since our group cannot belong with this verb. 
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the field today is a primitive *penu-, posited by Schulze z; mvv- 
can be assimilated from *penu—?, while xvU- could represent the 
nilgrade. The difficulty is that in that case the paradigmatic 
interchange has to be projected into Indo-European since the 
alternation *zevu-/zv0— could be justified only at that stage? 
But the assumption of original length in *vU— is quite unfounded, 
is in fact contradicted by our evidence. [lvutaydpac is, as Schulze 
says (p. 323), he who «memvuuéva navt &yopevet» (Od. 19,352), 
but, so far as I can see, the only passage which shows quantity 
is at Anthologia Palatina, 7,374, and in the dactylic metre the 
name would have to have a first long even if it were short by 
nature. On the other hand, Theognis (l. 29) has mémvUco, not 
TÉnvUo 5, and this cannot be from *nénvūoo. 

Since in Greek the notion of ‘ to be wise’ is crystallized in 
the form nlvd-, we cannot but regard all the forms of the Greek 
group as being based on it. This means that not only is the verbal 
adjective regular in the form "virge but the perfect, too, is 
expected in the form *menivüuot participle *ertvüpévoc etc. 
If the participle appears as vervUuévoc, this reveals two things. 
First, in *xenivüu£voc the sequence of four shorts plus an anceps 
required the usual metrical treatment known from pertexigðe 
&repeloux payeovuevov 5. Secondly, the short 4 of menivüpévog etc. 
was syncopated, after, it would seem, the metrically lengthened 
form had become established in hexametric poetry (i.e. possibly 
long before our Homer). 


* Schulze, Quaest. epic., 3233; cf. Frisk, « Eranos», 43, 224; Nehring, 
«Classical Philology », 42, III. 

2 Schulze himself explained this change by referring to « Xuxvev ex 
X3exoov». Although the local form was the latter (cf. Lejeune, « REG», 54, 
1941, 627°), Zeen is hardly from it, but rather the other way around, and 
Lixvev itself, like ovxda cíxuc, from an original *cuxu-, see Specht, < KZ », 
61, 1934, 277 f. Nor can the Arcado-Cypriot change e > t before a nasal be in- 
volved (Frisk, l.c.) since the Homeric change is earlier. But Homer does have 
"íoupeg from *k”etures and the assimilation of e-u to z—4 could account for 
TiVU—. 

3 See Kurylowicz, 4 pophonie, 122 f. with fn. 26. 

4 Schulze erroneously gives this as the manuscript form (3232), but see 
the editors note in the Teubner Anthologia Lyrica Graeca, fasc. 2, 19503, 4. 

5 See Schulze, o.c., 232 f.; Chantraine, GZ, I, 101. 
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But the reality of the syncope is guaranteed, in addition to 
the Hesychius-gloss zvuróç: čupav, ocogpoy x, by names in which 
it is also found. Olivier Masson has recently collected all the 
evidence 2, showing that names with mvuto- are characteristic 
of Cyprus (cp. llvwc—«yópxc, llvuvó-cTtpoc, Ilvuvó-vtxoc, Ilvucó— 
Sadoc, IIvuro—xp&rnc; HvuctAoc, Ivutiàa, [vutéprov, vote, IIvócoc 3), 
while names with muwvutdg (Edxtvutoc, llivuvoc, Ilwücw) are found 
outside and reflect a new fashion of names drawn from the epic 
vocabulary. It is quite clear that the syncope started in the long 
forms, in which t was unaccented: llwuv-e«yópac became llvuca- 
yoea¢ etc.; the hypocoristic forms are built on the longer shortened 
names. 
One last point concerns the ultimate etymon of Greek mvv-. 
As we have seen above, this is usually traced to an earlier *5ezz-, 
which is either left unmotivated (Frisk, 1. c., 224), or analysed 
as *pe-ne—-u— (Nehring, l. c., 111). But it is impossible to see how 
a nasal infix form like *5ezeuz- could have survived the vicissi- 
tudes of Indo-European ablaut. The form in —z-, with the accent 
on —ez-, would have reduced the base to *$zez- and a further 
shift of the accent to an ending would have produced *pnu—. But 
in no case could we have *peneu- and, with reduction, *penu-, 
the point of the exercise. A base *2ezz- could only exist if the 
(triliteral) root was *5ez- which had the enlarged forms *penu-] 
*pnu—-eu-; but there is no trace of such a root in the required sense. 
Morphologically more satisfactory is the old connection with IE 
peu-|pu— ‘investigate, understand’, well attested in the Slavic 
languages (OR., OBulg. pytati é&evétew, R. pytate «foltern, 
ausfragen»)^. The transition from ‘investigate’ to ‘experienced, 
wise’ is well illustrated by OBulg. pytati «scrutari», zs—pyte 
« perscrutatio » on the one hand, R. dpyt ' experience’, opyiny] 
‘experienced’ on the other. The word seems now also attested 


r Hesychius! mvito: Ezvguogv, événoev, is not further evidence of our xvu— 
but meant to explain (&)mvuto. 

2 O. Masson, Notes d'anthroponymie grecque et asianique, I, « Beiträge 
zur Namenforschung », 7, 1956, 238-241. 

3 Masson's accentuation IIvitog (240) is based on the assumption that 
v is long. 

4 See Vasmer, REW, Il, 475. 
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by Tokharian (A) ag ZS ' judge, discriminate’. The Greek forms 
would then be based on a nasal suffix form with -vu— (type 
detxviut), so that u—vU-/mu—vU- was first dissimilated to mtvu— 
(cf. otxug from *cuxuc) and then, in some long forms, syncopated 
to ze We must therefore assume that the original form, in 
Greek, was the middle *nxtvbyou > *wivUuo: (which may or may 
not be attested by mtvuuívmv). This came to be felt as one unit, 
so that on it were built mtwutÓc, memnivupot etc. 

This explanation is now proved by evidence not noticed so 
far. The Hittite verb punus- «fragen, ausforschen; untersuchen» 
(pres. I. sg. punusmt, 3. sg. punuszi, impv. 2. pl. punusten etc.) 
is clearly a member of the group discussed above and is enlarged 
with —s— from punu—*, which is identical with *zuvu— from which 
mu is dissimilated z. 


9) The masculine xvadev, xvà9ovrog denotes the projecting 
teeth on the blade of a hunting spear; the guard of a sword; by 
synecdoche, the sword itself. 

The arrangement on the spear is described by Xenophon 


(Cyneg. 10,3): 
TX òè mpofóAux TEG@TOV ušv (Éovo) Adyyac Šyovrx 
TÒ piv uéysÜoc TEVTENTAAQOTOUG, NATÀ dé 
Uécov TOV QVAÒY xVadOVTAS ATOXEYAAKEUULEVOUG. 


The purpose is mentioned shortly after (10,16): ó 9' (Oc &yptoc) 
OO TOD evoug TPdcetat, xal el wh xwAUVOLEV of uvadovTEs THC AdYYNS, 
dolxort av... pe tov tO mpoBdAtov Éyovra. A hunting scene 
is also described by Philostratus (Jmagines I, 28,5) who speaks 
of Adyyac, Èp àv oi xvadovtec. 


* See Kronasser, Vergleichende Laut- und Formenlehre des Hethitischen, 
1956, 175. His surmise (p. 220) that the Hittite verb could be of foreign pro- 
venance, can now be discarded. 

? Although it might be tempting to equate the Hittite verbal base as a 
whole with the Greek form, by deriving, for instance, nenviwevog from *neruvvvo— 
wevog and a present Tute from *nvwo-w (or Tuut from *muvwo-u = 
Hitt. punusmt), we are probably prevented from doing so by mtvutdg (not 
*mwocTóc) The late forms with —o— (énivicby, mivvo0elc) are of course on a 
par with Hom. tetavwotat, távvoĥev, tævvotúç from vavóo, IE *Zuz-eu-mz. 
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But in the nature of things the arrangement was much 
earlier with the sword. The first occurrence of the word in this 
sense is at Sophocles, Antigone 1233, where Haemon £Xxet. dtrAotc 
xv&Sovrac (Elpoucs): they are ‘the two projecting cross-pieces 
at the point where the hilt joins the blade. The hilt (x67) of the 
Greek sword had no guard, nor had it always the cross-pieces; ` 
but these, when used, served partly to protect the band", 

It is only poetic licence if xvó3ov is also used to describe the 
sword itself. At Sophocles, Ajax 1025, the phrase T008' xióAou 
xv&ovvoc may may mean simply ' this short, gleaming spike’ ?, 
and this is certainly meant by the poetic phrase q«oY&vou xvadovett 
‘with the point of the sword’, in a rst c. A.D. epitaph?, but 
Lycophron's xoXxrA&ve xv@dovtt Setgovougévo must refer to the 
sword itself and the paraphrase rightly gives yaAxnrate Etoer xpo- 
Poupevy *. 

The end-part of the word is reminiscent of dov, ó3óÓvvoc, 
and in antiquity it was generally explained on this assumption. 
Thus the scholiast at Lycophron 1109 says: w«p& +ó xatvew dddver 
(or xv&ew?). Modern scholars are more impressed by the initial 
xvwd— which is also found in xva@dadov ‘ beast’. They. are incli- 
ned to view xvwd-aAo-: xvwd—wv as exhibiting the same relation as 
is seen in ayx—ddAy : &yxov, ðpg-aħó-ç: Lat. wmbdn—, which entails 
the assumption that the stem-form -ovt— is secondarily adjusted 
from original —-mv— or —ov—5. As to the ultimate origin, we are 
told that xv@Sarov, xv@dav, and even xvà3aE5 ' pin or pivot, etc) 
all derive from a deverbative noun *xvwd(o)— ' tooth’, originally 
‘biter, gnawer', connected with xv? ‘scrape, grate; scratch, 
tickle’, x&vaOov otyóvec, yvd0or, xvx8—XA-X0 ‘scratch’, xvfjo 
* id. °’, and Lithu. Adéndu ‘ bite’. 

But this impressive array of data will hardly bear critical 
examination. That xvó3a$ should derive from ‘tooth’ is not 
very likely in itself 5; xv@daAov is also hardly explained by a basic 


* Jebb, ad foc. 

2 Jebb, ad loc.; cf. J. C. Kamerbeek, The plays of Sophocles, 1, 1953, 199. 
3 ZG XIV, 1374. 11; cf. Jebb, ad Antigon., 1233. 

4 Lycophron, Alexandra (ed. Ed. Scheer, 1881) 1434; cf. also 466, 1109. 
5 See Frisk, GEW, I, 888. 

6 


See, however, Björck, Das alpha impurum, 1950, 69, who quotes Diels’ 
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“€ bite(r) '*; and the wholesale attachment of all words beginning 
with xv— and meaning ‘ scratch’ can hardly improve the compa- 
risons. However, the decisive objection comes from phonology. 
The combination of Lithu. &ézdu (from *gonad-?) with xv9—, i.e. 
the assumption that the latter represents *égZ-?, is untenable. 
The only ‘ examples’ of the development of IE # to Gk vo are 
the word in question and yvwtég which however represents IE 
*ondtds 3, 

A. further point concerns the formation of the word. The 
only reason for considering xv@dwv as an original z-stem is the 
assumption that its connection with xv@daAov is of the type repre- 
sented by Gréin ` Greg, dn0HA0¢: umbon—*. But these examples 
clearly show that the z-stem would have been kept 5. Had there 
been no primary connection between 6dov ‘ tooth’ and xvaday, 
the latter (as an z-stem) could not have become an ;z-stem. 
Conversely, the fact that the stem is xvwdovt—, strongly suggests 
that it is compounded with ddovt-. 

Contrary to the usual form in which it appears in dictio- 
naries and grammars, the nominative of ôðovt—, as was shown 


derivation from *xva—oSa£, which is an impossible formation. Schwyzer (GG, 
I, 497) has at least the merit of regarding the word as a transformation of 
xvà9ov, cf. IIAo67av ` rAoóvaz. But his only other example, mópð«xč does not 
seem to exist (only &roxr«póxx& Hes.) and even for nAodta& the source is 
hardly IIAo97ov (there is no mAovtwv!) but simply xAo0voc, a form that does 
not exist in the group in question: there is no *xvwdoc, *xvwdyn. Surely for a 
word of the technical meaning of xvwda& we should rather think of borrowing. 

* The range covered by the word (wild (?) creature, ox or ass; beasts in 
general, birds, sea-monsters, boars, lions, serpents) can hardly be reduced to 
* biter’. 

2 Specht, « KZ », 59, 1932, 113; Schwyzer, GG, I, 361. 

3 Cf. Kuryłowicz, A fophonie, 20755. 

4 Schwyzer, GG, I, 483, 526. But the analysis suggested (—wÀ— from 
—n~J-) is impossible. The ending —«A— is simply dissimilated from -az-, e.g. 
Xaynav-h > Gréin, *ougpav—og > dupaddg and (already in Indo-European?) 
OHG zabalo from *nobhon—on-. 

5 The number of examples of a transfer from the z-stems to z-stems is 
much smaller than suggested by Schwyzer (GG, I, 526). The —- of Aeovz- is 
just as much part of the stem as that of éAepavt— (both are now attested for 
Mycenaean), and Hom. mvyobotog does not presuppose muyovt— (see Risch, 
Wodg., 115). Schwyzer's sole reason for suggesting that —-— is secondary is the 
connection of xvwdovt— with xv@sadov from —n—/o-! 
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by Solmsen, was 090v down to the beginning of the Koine!. 
Hence the compounds were either in —68wv, or, with the archaic 
compositional lengthening, —69«v. One example of a highly 
archaic character is presented by the later o-stem vwd6g ‘ tooth- 
less’ wich is transformed from *vwdav on the basis of the neuter 
*vmddv (representing *vwSovt), as is perhaps *wlueoóoç (in atuo- 
Sem etc.)?. An early example of the lengthening is Homeric 
Xadxwdovt—radys 3. If then xv@dav is a compound of dev, its 
—@— is due to compositional lengthening and the first part appears ` 
to be xv-. In view of the later xvvédwv (Epicharmus) and, later 
still, xuvó3ouc ' canine tooth’ (of men, horses, lions, dogs, etc.), 
we cannot avoid concluding that xv@dwv is syncopated from 
x(u)-©ðwv. In contrast to the later xvvédwv, which is a determi- 
native compound (dog's tooth"), the early x(u)veóov was a 
bahuvrihi, meaning ‘ having a canine tooth’; cf. Bo@mtc, but also 
xuve@ric. The ‘ possessor ' is the cross-piece or cross-pieces which, 
as we have seen, often appear at the point where the hilt joins 
the blade. A particularly clear example is reproduced in H. R. 
Halle Civilization of Greece in the Bronze Age (1928, p. 255, fig. 3314: 
the Late Bronze Age sword (14th-12th cc.) has a cross-piece with 


* Solmsen, Beiträge, 30 f. But the first occurrence is not in the LXX (31, 
repeated by Schwyzer, GG, I, 566), but, if the reading is authentic, at Aristotle, 
Nicomach. Eth., 1161b23, where it is to be regarded as a Koine-element, see 
Leroy, Mélanges Hombert (=« Phoibos », V), 1951, 102-104 (in spite of E. Gaar, 
«Gymnasium », 60, 1953, 169-172). That the original nominative was dev is 
shown not only by the type Zou iov etc., but also by the compounds which 
have 686v exclusively (Hesiod, Scut., 387 yoavdddwv; Epicharmus xvvddev etc.), 
the type in —o9ouc making its first appearance in the 5th c. with vptóSouc (Athe- 
naeus 454d), obviously modelled on «píxouc, just as ~odovv is so on cpizouv 
etc. See Buck, «Classical Philology», 16, 1921, 2603, who, however, incompre- 
hensibly, regards òðoúç as preserving zke Indo-European nominative (-oz£—s), 
which would be the only example; cf. also Sommer, Nominalkomposita 93. 

? See Solmsen, Beiträge, 25 f. The transfer on the basis of the neuter vwddv 
is later paralleled by Epicharmus’ zo Zevgç from zen, see Leumann, KSchr., 
1959, 219. Brugmann’s interpretation of vwdéc¢ as a variant of *vwdo(vt)¢ (e.g., 
Griech. Grazn.*, 257°) is impossible since the nom. is always —ov. 

3 Buck («Class. Phil. » 16, 2603) thinks that —wdev is a ‘late stratum of 
imitative lengthening ', but he has to impugn the validity of XoXxo9ovr—-, and 
ignores the existence of vwddc. 

4 See E. Risch, «IF », 59, 1949, 268. 
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sharp, tooth-like ends bent towards the point of the blade. Lingui- 
stically, it is interesting to note that the later xuvóàov under- 
went a similar semantic change: by the time of the polymath 
Aelian (ca. 175-235 A.D.) it had acquired the meaning « teeth of 
a saw». Describing a fish's teeth he can say (De Natura Animalium 
10,20): 9oxeiv 80o meLdvwv vobc xuvddevtag &> &AMfjAoUG cuvépyeolou, 


Io) The alternation between Homeric TUxtvóc and Homeric 
and later (e.g. Attic) muxvé¢ is usually explained on the assump- 
tion that muxvoc is the original form, while 7vxtvóc is secondary, 
after muxi—uydyst. But this explanation will not account for 
both forms. Theoretically it is possible that a so-called Caland- 
adjective should be affected by the compositional form of the 
adjective, i.e. xuxtvóc may have replaced an original vuxvós under 
the influence of the compositional form mux. This is clearly 
shown by Skt. rudhira—‘ red’, replacing *rudh-ra— (= Gk. &puÜpóc, 
Lat ruber) under the influence of the compositional form rudhi-; 
gabhira— ‘deep’ from *gabhra— (= Avestan jafra-) and gabhi-— 
(= jaiwi—-), etc.?. In Greek itself the phenomenon is almost 
unknown. The adjective xuópóç has no by-form *xvudtedc, although 
the compositional xvdt— is well established. The same applies to 
«ioypóc paxedc otxtpóc AaU0po-. But we do have an adjective 
&oytvóctc ' bright-shining, white’ (confirmed by the name of 
the vijcot “Apywotoout), which appears to be expanded (with 
—Fewt-, cf. garduuo-evt etc.) from *apywo— which in its turn 
seems to be from the compositional form &pyt- (of &pyóc ‘ white’), 
seen in &pyt-ó39ov etc. ? We should, perhaps, add $a3wóc (Aeol. 
Beddwvoc) ‘ slender, slim; tender’, although its origin (and mean- 
ing? *) is not very clear. 

However, *&pywoc and $a9tóc never lack the Z. They 
show therefore that even if muxtvég is transformed from an earlier 
muxvog under the influence of muxt—, this was so well-established 


t Wackernagel, Vermischte Beiträge zur griechischen Sprachkunde, 1897, 
11 (=KSchr. 772); Bechtel, Lexz/., 287; Risch, Widg., 92; Schwyzer, GG, I, 490. 

2 See Szemerényi, « Glotta >, 38, 1960, 213. 

3 See Bechtel, Zerz/., 55; Risch, Widg., 92; Schwyzer, GG, I, 527. 

4 Risch, l. c., renders it with « schwankend ». 
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before Homer that the primeval *xuxvóc had been ousted comple- 
tely. Homeric usage confirms this conclusion. The shorter form 
Tvxyóg is always found when the metrical shape of the phrase requi- 
res it. The phrase muxw& mtep& occurs at Od. 5,53; but the inverse 
word-order requires mtepd& muxvé at //. 11,454; 23,879. A follow- 
ing short is responsible for nuxy& xaphata (ZL 11,309) or muxvol 
égíoraoxv (JJ. 13,133), while a preceding short has the same 
effect at H 7,61 ((fjxvo muxvat) or OZ. 5,480 (@ç &px muxvot), etc. 
On the other hand, xuxtvóc; is found where the ending is long 
and permits two short syllables before it: muxwóv végoc (ZZ 5, 
751), Tuxivog òè... Déeg (JL 15,529), muxtwóv Ayos (Od. 7, 
340), OTavpototy  xuxtvoiot (I. 24,453); but even here, the 
shorter form may be required by the environment or if the poet 
wants the first syllable long (Od. 14,12: muxvodg xci Oapéac). 
Particularly interesting is the adverb which is always muxivóg 
in Homer, while the neuter accusatives, used adverbially, can be 
either muxtvdv, muxtiva, or TUXVÓV, TUKVE. 

Homeric usage clearly shows that «uxivóc is a survival, 
the living form is mvxvéc. It is natural that, apart from poetic 
diction, the later form is always muxvdc. 

The etymon cannot be said to be clear. The connection with 
muxt—undys seems obvious since we have such phrases as mvx- 
vat qpévec (IZ. 14,294), muxiwóc vóoc LI 15,461), muxwh Bouch 
(ZL 2,55), and even wndex muxva (Z¿ 3,208), where the meaning 
of mux(t)vég is ‘shrewd, wise, sagacious’. But the connection 
of these with the root mevx— in éye—mevxés (féAoc, JZ. 1,51; 4,129) 
and mept—mevxéc (660 QéAoc m., H 11,845) as well as mevxedavdc 
(nt*ÓAeuoc, ZL 10,8) is only partly satisfactory. To be sure, if 
the last three words are correctly interpreted as meaning ‘ keen, 
sharp, piercing ' and thus to be derived from the Indo-European 
root *$eu£- ‘sting’ (cf. Lat. pungo, etc.), the meaning ‘ shrewd, 
wise' of muxtvóc could represent the change familiar from acute, 
cute. This connection would seem to gain further support from 
nevxáňtuog which is used by Homer in the phrase qpévec mevxd- 
Muar only (Z7. 8,366, etc), and is restricted to the same type 
of phrase even in later imitators (mpartdec, wea). 

But the matter is not so simple. Even the derivation of £ye- 
Teves, mepi-ncUxÉG is not beyond doubt. They could be formed 
with mevxy, with the same type of transformation of the second 


84 Loss of i or u 


member as is known from evpu7vAéc or moAvnyns'. However, 
the main difficulty is that the range of mux(ı)vós cannot be 
accounted for from an original ‘sharp’. The point is that the 
basic meaning of this adjective is ‘ close in texture, dense, thick; 
(things :) placed close together or at short intervals: close-set, 
thick; (construction :) closely constructed or made, well fitted 
together without breaks or interstices; close-packed, crowded, 
frequent, numerous’. Whereas from ‘closely constructed’ we 
can easily get to ‘shrewd, wise, sagacious? when the adjective 
is applied to such terms as ‘plan, design, ruse’ and then ‘mind, 
thought’, etc., it is impossible to arrive at ‘close-packed, thick, 
dense, numerous’ if we start from ‘ sharp, piercing ’. 

It would therefore seem that for nuxwóçs we must either 
assume the basic meaning ‘ close-packed, thick’, abandoning all 
connection with the root ‘sharp’ or we must posit two different 
‘words, one of which evolved from ‘ sharp’ to ‘ wise, shrewd, etc. ’, 
while the other preserved the original meaning ‘ close-packed, 
thick, dense’. The current practice of ' accounting’ for muxivóc 
by referring to £yemeuxéc etc., but leaving the usual meaning 
‘ close-packed, thick, dense’ without explanation, is objection- 
able and unsatisfactory. 

I know of one attempt only to account for the more general 
meaning of mux({t)vog: G. Meyer combined our word with Albanian 
puth ‘I kiss’, puthos ‘1 join two things, fit together’, puthtohem 
«kleide mich eng, schnüre mich, umarme»?. Although this is ac- 
cepted by Walde-Pokorny, and made the basis of an Indo-Euro- 
pean root *puk «zusammendrüngen, eng umschliessen » (II 82), 
the combination is untenable. The word for 'kiss' is obviously of 
the same type and of the same (onomatopoeic) source as German 
Busserl ‘kiss’ from earlief Buss and verb bussen ?, Hungarian 


* Risch, Whdg., 77. 

2 G. Meyer, Etymologisches Weorterbuch der albanesischen Sprache, 1891, 
356. 

3 Cf. Kluge-Mitzka, Etym. Wb. der deutschem Sprache, 195777, 114. But 
German Buss is not = Engl. duss since this was dass earlier and is obviously 
borrowed from the French area, cf. aser. This example shows that the Al- 
banian word need not be indigenous. Cf. also Iranian 20i-/[50s-[60s—- (Benve- 
niste, « Journal Asiatique », 243, 1955, 326). 
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puszi (borrowed from German), and, of course, Lat. ddstum?; 
besides, a basic ' join, fit together ’ is still a far cry from ' embrace’, 
Meyer's semantic link between ‘ fitting’ and ' kissing ' *. Of the 
other two words, puthtohem seems to be an imprecise form of 
` pushtohem, the reflexive/passive of pushtoj ‘conquer, subject, 
subdue; embrace’, and so derived from pushtet ‘ power’ (from Lat. 
potestatem)*, while puthos cannot be separated from pus ‘fit 
together, fit, adapt, suit’* and pug "id" 

We must conclude therefore that the Albanian words do not 
provide any connection for Greek mux(t)vdg. I should mention 
however Armenian hoe «dicht, gedrängt, kompakt» which is so 
close in meaning that it is worth asking whether it can be related 
to the Greek word. Hiibschmann, rather hesitantly, recorded a 
possible cognate in Skt. pajra— ‘stout’ and its group 5, while 
Petersson derived it from *fod-so-, thus combining the Arme- 
nian word with the root of Engl. fast, German. fest, Arm. hast 
' (stead)-fast' 5. But Armenian /ast has nothing to do with Ger- 
manic *fastu-7, and neither is in meaning sufficiently close to 
hoc to warrant the assumption of genetic relations. This prime 
condition is fulfilled by a comparison of oc with muxtvdc, so that 
the question is whether the equation is possible phonetically. 
If an inherited word, Arm. foc would seem to presuppose an 
earlier *5og-o— or *pog-z—, cf. acem ‘I lead, bring’ from *agoó*; 
Greek muxwd¢ could represent an earlier *poki-no-s, in which 
o—¿ was assimilated to z-i. As to the formation, the enlargement 
with —zo— is also found in IE *dekst-no- (Skt. daksina-, Avest. 
dasina-, Lithu. dešinė ‘right hand’, OCS. 4es(b)me? from *deksi 


* It is unimportant here whether the Latin word is borrowed (from Gau- 
lish *àZsio < *dsto—?) or not. 

2 Tagliavini (Z’albanese di Dalmazia, 1937, 233) is far too lenient in call- 
ing Meyer's etymon « tutt'altro che sicuro », it is impossible. 

3 See Meyer-Lübke, Gróber's Grundriss der romanischen Philologie, I’, 
1906, IO5I. 

^ See S. E. Mann, A historical Albanian-English dictionary, 1948, 408. 

5 Hübschmann, Armenische Grammatik, I, 1897, 468. 

6 « KZ », 47, 1916, 287; cf. Walde-Pokorny, II, 22. 

7 Arm. fast is an Iranian loanword as will be shown elsewhere. 

8 On e, see Bolognesi, « Ricerche Linguistiche >, 3, 1954, 183 f. 

9 The form *deksiwo-, found in a number of languages (Mycen. Dekt- 
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in Se&ttepéc, Lat. dexter; and, within Greek itself, in Hom. 
Qapovvog which is enlarged from Ü«po)c in the same way as Skt. 
arjuna— is from arju- ‘white’. But *pokz— could also be a noun, 
from which *2o£z-zos would be an adjectival derivative. For the 
phonetic process, well-known examples are Homeric dvdtc 
&uvdic, from mMAAodtc mwuoàuç 2, also, Epidaurian trwpugia from 
órcpogíc?, &yopic (with wavyyvetc) from  *&yopio, an z-stem 
from the o-grade form of àyep- t; and, with consonantal z, @vAAov 
from *bholyom = Lat. folium, HOA from *molyd, etc. 5. 

We can conclude therefore that muxtv6g may be assimilated 
from an earlier *xoxivóc, But while its meaning would account 
for the majority of the uses of xuxtvóc, it is possible that part of 


siwo = AstuFoc, Pamphyl. Ac&.Fus, see Masson, « Glotta », 39, 1960, 111 f.; Goth. 
tathswaltaihswo ‘right hand’ from *Zekszeae; Olrish dess ‘on the right, south- 
ward ’, Welsh dekanu, Gaul. Dexsiva), is transformed from *deksino— after *lazwo- 
*skaiwo—, see Walde-Pokorny, I, 784; Pokorny, 190. 

r See Schwyzer, GG, I, 491, 529. U. Wyss thinks (Die Wörter auf ong in 
ihrer historischen Entwicklung, Diss. Zürich, 1954, 15-17) that $£pouvoç is a 
back-formation from $zpaóvo, derived from 9«poóc; but in that case we would 
have *$ágcüvoc, cf. Zovuvoç s090voc, Schwyzer, GG, I, 489. 

2 Schwyzer, GG, I, 182 (with a change of mind at 6314). Bolling's deriva- 
tion (« Language », 8, 1932, 211) cannot be right since péonodt, Skt. yadi al- 
ways indicate time, never place. Strunk (Die seg. Aolismen der homerischen 
Sprache, 1957, 120 f.) argues for a neuter &AAv Kuo which is unlikely for the lat- 
ter, and the neuter insufficient for both. 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 352, thinks of dissimilation of o :o to «:v, but there 
is no such tendency. The case of vptópuyoc etc. is quite different. Since it de- 
rives from o(6)yuta, it must have been vptop(o)yutoc in the first place, which 
became tptwpoyvesg and by assimilation tprwpuyves, eventually 7ptpuyoc; cf. 
the text further on, p. 233 f. 

4 The suggestion that &yupt; has ve from IE r (Schwyzer, GG, I, 351) is 
quite impossible: what kind of morphological type would be represented by 
*agris? For i-stems with o-grade, cf. xémtc, otpdgic, tpdgtc, qopóvic, etc., 
Schwyzer, GG, I, 462. 

5 In these cases the antecedents *óA/yom *mlyé are not morphologically 
impossible. But, for pvAdov, a primitive form *2AoZyom is needed if it is to be 
identified with Lat. foZiuz since the latter cannot derive from *éh/yom which 
would have resulted in Xfu/ium (cp. Szemerényi, The development of the Indo- 
European liquid sonants in Latin, Budapest 1941; « KZ», 71, 1954, 200). But 
for púAÀov as well as for u0XXc we have to take into account that the develop- 
ment of o in *bholyom *molyó may have been influenced by the preceding la- 
bial, an observation that applies to some of Schwyzer's other examples, too. 
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the range of mvxvóç is to be accounted for by a derivative of 
*puk—‘ pierce, sharp’. If that be true, we could go a step further 
and assume that IE *pog—*, found in Arm. Zoe, gave Pre-Greek 
*poginos, Greek *nuywóc, wich was fused with muxwóçs from 
*puk-. 

Much of these etymological combinations is and is bound 
to remain rather speculative. What is, I think, established 
beyond any doubt is that muxtwog precedes the form muxvóc, in 
other words that muxvóç is syncopated from muxivóc. 


II) A similar formation is presented by Homeric and later 
Ozuvoç ‘bush, shrub, copse’. This is clearly connected with 
Ozuoç (Hom. O«gécc, Oaxperat etc.) ‘ crowded, close-set, frequent ’, 
Dauifon ‘come often’, ÜO«uwóc ‘crowded, close-set’, Baywa 
(ntr. pl.) = Baye ‘ frequently, often’, so that the original meaning 
was ‘thicket’. But the etymological connection does not in 
itself explain the formation. If we accept the Greek forms Sapuc: 
Oduvog at their face-value, we may say that ÜXuvoc is formed 
with the suffix —vo-, from the ‘base’ Dau. which also appears 
in Daun, But what exactly is the function of the suffix and 
what is the structure of the ‘ base’ Qayu—? 

The suffix —zo— is used to form deverbative adjectives (owsed— 
vóg, &Y-vÓc) or nouns (téx-vov, mow-vf), but it also supplies 
denominative adjectives (q«etwóc : q&oc)?. For our word only 
the denominative function is relevant since there is no verbal 
base Üxp.— and there is every reason for supposing that there never 
was one. So the problem is simply whether 0&uvoc can be from 
the adjective «uc or is from a nominal stem Dou, The question 
is inevitably bound up with the etymon of these words. It seems 


* Because of the meaning, one would like to combine this *ógg— with the 
well-known root *$4£-|bag- «festmachen» (Walde-Pokorny, II, 2; note the 
meanings «festgefügt, kompakt») but the vowel of the Armenian word is re- 
calcitrant. On the other hand, comparison with the root Zäeë- « hübsch machen, 
aufgeräumt oder vergnügt sein» (Walde-Pokorny, II, 16) while possible pho- 
netically, is not entirely satisfactory semantically. 

2 The best survey (of Homeric Greek) is presented by Risch, Wédg., 90 f.; 
Schwyzer (GG, I, 489) does not distinguish the different types. But see also 
‘Chantraine, Formation, 191 f. 
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to be generally agreed * that the basis of the Greek words is an 
IE *dhé-mo—|*dhé-mi-, from the root *Z4z— ‘to place’. From 
*dAzmo- is derived Greek Onueyv ‘heap’ and, with ablaut of the 
root, Üeuóc ‘heap’ (Bwpetoat’ ovuputga, cuvayayety Hes.) The 
variant *dhémi—, or rather *dhami—, is found in fps. Seman- 
tically, it is certainly possible to get from ' heap up, heaped up" 
to ‘ congested, thick, frequent’, the meaning of Üapc, Dauë etc. 
Phonetically, 9«u~- would have to be regarded as the regular deve- 
lopment from IE *dham—, while Üf£pic (instead of *Oe«puc) is, 
like Doc Dezéc, etc., adjusted to the timbre of Ün-?. But, even 
if On-po-, Oc-pu—, De-uu-3 have to be acknowledged, we cannot 
admit that a form *0O%u— ever existed ^, and so the apparently 
simple derivation of 0&p-vo-c must be abandoned. Since OXuvoc 
is undoubtedly a Greek formation, that is to say was not inherited 
ready made from Indo-European, it must have been formed from 
a base that really existed in Greek. In other words, since only 
the adjective Douuc provides a real basis for Ü&pvoc, we must 


* See Walde-Pokorny, I, 828; Pokorny, 238; Frisk, GEW, 652. The Ger- 
manic group of *damma-— ‘dam’ cannot be added to our words (v. Grienber- 
ger's suggestion, accepted by Boisacq, s.v. Doug) for the simple reason that the 
derivation from *dhamnos (equated with Bäuvocl) is impossible in Gothic at 
any rate: IE —77- appears as —bn— (Goth. stzbna@) or, if restored, as —n— (nam~ 
njan) but never as nm- while the word in question has —7/"m- (faur-dam- 
7:144) In my view, Germanic *daz;ma- derives from IE *dhabh—mo-, from 
the root *ZAaoA- (Walde-Pokorny, I, 824 f.; Pokorny, 233) which has wide- 
spread technical connotations (cf. Lat. faber etc.); connection with *dheb- « dick, 
fest, gedrungen > (Schröder, « ZfdA. », 42, 1898, 66; see Walde-Pokorny, J, 850) 
does not account for the technical meaning, and combination with Greek e- 
ëm « Grundlage » etc. (Güntert, Labyrinth, « Heidelberger Sitzungsberichte », 
1932/1, 30; received into Kluge-Mitzka, Etym. W6. der deutschen Sprache, 
195777, 120) suffers from the weakness of *daz::- mentioned above. The only 
other explanation deserving of attention is v. Wijk's suggestion («IF », 24, 
1909, 31 f.) that Gmc. *damma- derives from *dhombh—mo-, cf. Walde-Pokorny, 
I, 852; Pokorny, 248; Szemerényi, « Glotta », 33, 1954, 263. 

2° Frisk (GEW, I, 651) seems to be the only scholar to pay attention to 
this point. 

3 While éus is quoted by Schwyzer as an example of the suffix —— 
(GG, I, 495), for —uu— only Setute is given, although Saute is of the same type. 

4 The adverb Saud does not of course prove the existence of 9wu—. Like 
Ge etc., it is formed from Sac, whatever the origin of this peculiar formation 
(cp. Schwyzer, GG, I, 622). 
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assume that the latter derives from *Üwuu-voç. This was probably 
an adjectival variant of Baue in the first place (*Üxpguvóc) * but 
was later substantivized, with a corresponding change in accent. 
The substantivized *Ü&uuvocg was then syncopated to Ü&puvoc 
in some case-forms and this form was later generalized *. 


12) A small group of adverbial forms in —ivàv still presents 
an unsolved problem. The forms attested are as follows: 

dy ytoctv8vy * within the near kin’: &yyotivdyy Yausiv (Pollux, 
Onomasticon 6,175); 


detotivony ' according to birth or merit’ is well attested. 
It is used by Andocides (3,30: moAAotg Hëy 'Afwvalow a&norgony- 
«eG àpiotivðyy xal TÖV ovupudyov...), Isocrates (4,146: Soe, 
Atoug «àv “EAAfvov odx aptotivdyny énetacyyévouc), Plato (Laws 
855 c: vowopuaAaxég te xal zé «Gv TepvoWwdy dpydvtwv deLrativdyy 
&ropspucÜ0iv Sixaotyptov), in the law quoted at Demosthenes, 
XLIII, 57 (tobtoug Zë oi mevtqxovta xol ele dprotivdyy alpet- 
oben), by Aristotle (Politics, 1273 a, 23 f.: où yàp uóvov dprotivdny 
&XA& xal TAoutivdyy olovta, dSetv ateetoOa. tobe &pyovtac) 3, by 


t For the ‘enlargement’, cf. 94pcuvoc discussed above, 867. 

2 Phonetically, derivation from *$aptvoc would also be possible, since 
under certain conditions, z can also be syncopated. But the adjective 9agtvóc 
is first attested in Pindar (in the adverb Sautveé) and this is a clear innovation 

after the time-adjectives in —wwo— (see Szemerényi, < Glotta >, 38, 1959, 107-125). 
° The date can be moved back slightly if dapat at 1. 44 of the Hymn to Hermes is 
allowed to stand, since the hymn is probably the product of the (early?) 6th c. 
B.C. (see Lesky, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur, 1957-9, 83). Barnes sug- 
gested emending it to ausiai, the Homeric form, but 9wutve[ is now usually 
retained. But there is no need to combine it with adjectives in —ztvóç and in- 
troduce the spelling 9apuetvóc, especially as the available adjectives of this 
type are a far cry from our word (see Radermacher, Der homerische Hermeshym- 
nus, 1931, 70 f). Wackernagels comparison with e«imewóc («Góttinger Ge- 
lehrte Nachrichten», 1914, 119? = KSchr. 1176^; improved by Frisk, GEW, 
I, 651, by adding ' etc. °) breaks down on this semantic difficulty. There can be 
little doubt that dapivat is lengthened on the model of Homeric óroptvóc which 
the poet could only regard as a free, poetic variant of the spoken óropivóc. 
But even if $apivóc can be acknowledged for the 6th c., it is still a rather late 
innovation, and cannot be the basis of Homeric 9djvoc. 

3 Cf. also Athenian Constitution, 3, 1: tag ušv &pyàg xadtotacav àpioxtv- 


dyv xal mAoutivdny. Cp. Theopompus (Philippica, quoted by Athenaeus, IV, 
167 0): oóx d&protivdny šEerAcyuévot. 
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Polybius (6, 10, 9: xav Gr? aplotivdyy xexptuévor), and is 
found in later authors too" The law just referred to is con- 
firmed by a 5th c. Attic inscription which, although fragmentary, 
certainly had: todtoug dé [o] meveQxo[v][« x«t] etc &p[v]o[vtvowv 
aipsíc0nv].?. The adverb is also found in the dialectal (Locrian) 
form éptotivdav in the sth c. tablet from Oeanthea regulating (in 
its second part) the rights of foreigners?. ‘If the judges are 
divided in opinion, the foreigner who is plaintiff shall choose 
jurors from the best citizens’ (€mowdtac hedéoto... dptativdav) and 
‘the magistrates shall choose the jurors from the best citizens’ 
(Suutopydg hedéotar tho hopxouórac adprotivdev) ^. A further 
example occurs in another 5th c. Locrian law, found at Polis, 
east of Amphissa: at we modéuor dvavnaCopevorg Gëf fat dvdedow hevi 
uéxatov aototivdav... émiFotxag čodysoðar... ‘except if under 
pressure of war the ror men chosen from the best citizens vote 
to introduce colonists... ’>. 

TAoutiveyy ‘according to wealth’ is frequently used in 
antithesis to aptotivdnv®, But it occurs independently also. 
Cf. Polybius 6, 20, 9: TAoutivdyny att&v yeyevnuevyg ÓnO cayo 
THs &xAoYTc. Here again, epigraphic evidence comes from a 
Locrian law of Tolophon (mid-third century B.C.)’, where 1. 26 
reads: &v]Spacq mevtjxovta mAoutivdav Gul... 

xpattativdyny ‘by choosing the best’ is quoted by Pollux, 
Onomasticon I, 176. 

gapuytvoyy, the last member of this group, is found in the 
Etymologicum Magnum (s.v.) and Photius: gapuytivdyy oc &ptocty- 


* See Plutarch, Life of Lysander, Xlll, 4; Lucian, Juppiter tragoedus, 
7 (651): MavOdves Bn mAroutivdny xcrebetg GAG uh dprotivdyny xat ety. 

2 Corpus Inscriptionum Atticarum, I (ed. A. Kirchhoff), 1873, p. 37, 
no. 61, l. 22. 

3 JG, IX, r, 333; Schwyzer, Delectus, 363; Buck, Greek Dialects, no. 58. 

^ Lines 12 and 15: the translation is Buck's, 

5 Buck, Greek Dialects, 59, lines 7-8 (translation p. 257). Add. 

6 Aristotle, Politics, 1273 a 23f.; Plutarch, Lysander, XIII, 4; Lucian, 
Juppiter tragoedus, 7; cf. also Aristotle, Athenian Constitution, 3, 1. 

7 Cp. Schwyzer, Delectus, 366; Buck, Greek Dialects, no. 60. 

8 Schwyzer reads: [éudc0 xarà méie kv]dpac... Ou[vúovraç tov vóurpov 
ópxov]; Buck gives: [éudc0. &v]dpag... mAoutivdavy óu[vúovrxç Gpxov]. The 
adverb probably occurred in l. 21, too, where the main statement seems to 
have been: dtxaotag aipetodo. mAoutivoay... Evdexa kvdpac. 
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. nw, oxònTovteg Thy yaotouapylav tév "opeuréin “Attixol Aéyovot x, 

There can be no doubt that this adverb was coined on the 
analogy of the others, and may even have been a nonce-forma- 
tion ventured by one comedian, and not part and parcel of the 
Attic vocabulary. 

It is perhaps as well to add that the adverb «yytotivdyy 
was formerly read in Hesychius?, too, as an emendation of the 
ms. &yxortlðny. But since the lemma speaks of something quite 
different, Latte is right in accepting Wilamowitz’ suggestion and 
reading: 

ayyictadny Atum: ¿YYOS tHv Baudy map LdrAwve. 

The prevailing view regards these adverbs as containing the 
well-known, though not very clear, adverbial ending —dyy 3 added 
to adverbials in — (IE *— or *-im). It is also usually assumed 
that the adverbs in ës, describing various kinds of games, are 
likewise based on the same type of adverb in —w; cf. dotpa- 
xivda ‘(game played) with potsherds or oyster-shells’, Bacrdivda 
‘(the game) king of the castle’, yæàxivðæ ‘(game played) by 
spinning a copper coin’, &totvda ' sword-game ', etc. 4 

However, this interpretation does not account for two impor- 
tant facts. First, the use of the forms in —tvdnv. The adverbs 
in —ddv, and, for that matter, those in —3yv, —S«, describe a sub- 
sidiary action, usually by the suject®. For instance, tod óš Badyy 
amidvtog axdévtioe (ZZ 13,516) describes Deiphobos as throwing 
his spear at Idomeneus when he was going away ‘ stepping’, i.e. 
retreating step by step. But the adverbs in —tvdyy do not fit into 
this class. They do not amplify the action of the verb, by adding 
a subsidiary action. They give the reason or the modality of the 
action. The phrase todvoug de... dprotivdny aipetolwy means 
‘(the 51) shall choose these according to merit, on (the strength 
of) merit’. The same is true, to an even greater extent, of the 


* See Comicorum Adespota 1185, ap. Edmonds, The fragments of Attic 
Comedy, IITA, 1961. 

2 It is so reported by ZSJ. 

3 For the most recent treatment see O. Haas, Gedenkschrift für P. Kret- 
schmer, 1, 1956, 130-45 (where, however, —iv8yv is ignored). 

* See Schwyzer, GG, I, 627; Buck, Greek Dialects, 105. 

5 See the definition given by Schwyzer, GG, I, 626; cp. Haas, 1. c. 
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dialect usage. In the Locrian inscriptions quoted, the phrase 
£AÉcÜa, dprotivdyy is used in the same way as in Attic consti- 
tutional terminology. But in the inscription of Polis, the phrase 
avSedow hevi xéxatov apiotivdav can, on this interpretation, 
only be translated if further (indispensable) words are added: 
Buck's ! ror men chosen from the best citizens’ shows this very 
clearly. The interpretation of &ptotív9av as an adverb, would 
in fact lead to the rather peculiar translation: ‘ the body of tor 
vote according to merit ...' The word mAouttvdyy is likewise 
used as an adverb in Attic, but can only forcibly be made to 
remain in this category in the Locrian phrase (inscription of 
Tolophon) &v8pec mevtynovta tAoutiveay. 

The second point is just as important. The adverbs in —dyv 
are all deverbative; cp. B&9«w, xpv8dyv, sunrnydyy, mapaBandyy, 
Aë, etc.". Our ‘adverbs’ on the other hand, are (except 
for the imitative Zogpurivënm) all formed from adjectives, and 
superlatives at that: dprotivdny xpatiotivdny c&yytotivdyy; Tov- 
tivdyv is obviously formed in contrast, and as a complemen- 
tary term, to aptotivdny, and became necessary, or possible, 
only with the passing away of the aristocratic society and the 
emergence as a political factor of wealth, of timocracy, in Solon’s 
time (at Athens) or later z For this reason the segmentation of, 
e.g., &ptotivdyy into an adverbial *aptotw and the familiar ending 
—dyv is meaningless: from the superlatives in —1oto- there is no 
adverbial form in —totw 3, 

It emerges then that neither the formation nor the use is 
clarified by a comparison with the adverbs in —dyv. Since the 
formation is confined to superlatives, it is obvious that only an 
explanation that gives due weight to this fact can be satisfactory. 

The difficulty presented by the difference between the super- 
lative -toto— and the form —totww— found in our adverbs is resolved 
by the Homeric adjective «yysotives. It occurs in the phrases 
Tol S'ayyiotivo. Zero ‘and they fell one after the other, in 


* Risch, Wédg., 308-9; Schwyzer, 1. c.; Haas, 1. c. 

2 See Bengtson, Griechische Geschichte, 19607, 121, 124. 

3 Mere assonance might tempt one to compare the adverbs in —«t- (e.g. 
wcdctott ueyxworti óvouxoci etc., see Schwyzer, GG, I, 623), but the comparison 
is obviously of no help, nor does it have any justification 
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close succession’ (ZZ. 17,361; Od. 22,118; 24,181.449) and at pév 
vayyiotiva, én aAAnANnoL xéyuvtae ‘and they are huddled close 
to one another’ (//. 5,141), and represents a derivative in —tvo— 
of the superlative &yytotoc, meaning ‘ standing (quite) close to 
one another’'. This clarifies dpiotiwwo— xpatiotivo—. 

As to the ending äm, original —9&v, the dialect usage imposes 
a different interpretation. We have already pointed out that 
the phrases S0fa. dvdpdow hevi xéxatov daprotwdav and &vdpac 
TEVTHKOVTA TAoutTIVOay (duvvovtas) do not conform to the use of 
the adverbs in äm, We can now add that, but for the existence 
of these adverbs, no one would have thought of construing these 
forms in this sense. The texts themselves plainly demand a geni- 
tive plural: sic x«i éxatòv dprotwoav differs from Séxa (töv) 
aptotay only in that the adjective of the latter phrase is replaced 
by a more specific term. In other words, &ptouwÜav is a gen. 
plur. &pio7wÓXv, not an adverb a&protivdéy; similarly, mAoutiwdav 
not mAoutivd%y. And these forms are clearly syncopated from 
nom. pl. d&piocw(u)8et, mAovtw(t)dae2, describing, with the pa- 
tronymic suffix —(%&ç a group of people characterized as 
*&puoTivot. The appellative use of the suffix is illustrated by 
such parallel formations as ‘Epyoxorntdat; urolapytdys otpatavidys 
omoudapyxidns (Aristophanes, Acharn. 595-597); 95e, (Sopho- 
cles, Ajax 880: é&3tx9&y); and the prosewords YevvkOac, edratptdat 3, 
It also becomes clear how we can have a substantive dprotivdac 
at Sparta ^. 

This interpretation throws light on a further Locrian crux. 
The inscription of Polis regulates, in the first paragraph, the right 
of pasturage: Émtvouía Voto yovedow xol nadi ab Bé uè naig ete, 
xópxt oi Bé uè xdpa ele, AdeAqedr al S$ uè adeAgeds cle, ayytote- 
dav émwvenco0o x& tò dixasov. Buck translates: ‘The right of 


r See Risch, H/2dg., 93; Schwyzer, GG, 1, 491; Frisk, GEW, I, 17. Frán- 
kel’s effort («Gnomon », 21, 1949, 38; «Glotta», 32, 1952, 20) to perpetuate 
Bechtel’s analysis (« KZ y, 45, 1912, 225 f.; Lerdl., 11) as &yyt and a derivative 
of IE *sZzz- «gerinnen > was misguided, 

° See no. 3 above, especially (p. 42) KoX9uy8&v, Kaopw8&v. 

3 Cf. Chantraine, Formation, 363; Schwyzer, GG, I, 509; Bjórck, Das 
alpha impurum, 1950, 51 f. 

4 IG, V, 1, 680, 6 (mid-second c. A.D.); cf. Schwyzer, Delectus, 56 g. 
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pasturage shall belong to the heads of families and to the son; 
if there is no son, to the daughter; if there is no daughter, to the 
brother; if there is no brother, one shall make the assignment 
to the next of kin according to what is right '*. Thus he inter- 
prets &yyioTé8&v as an adverb, and refers £mtveuéo9o to an officer 
nowhere mentioned. 

The interpretation of &yytotedav as an adverb would seem 
to be the obvious one. But difficulties arise as soon as we try to 
account for the form. Wilamowitz sought to identify it with Att. 
ayxtotiveyy, assuming that its € was due to the influence of 
ayyltotéta ?, But the blend would have to be &yytoceíó«v and e 
in our inscription can indicate € or m but not e. Rejecting this 
interpretation, Fränkel suggested reading &yy!otéðav (= —vSav). 
which, he thought, was formed from an unattested *&yyicéo 
in the same way as Homeric ópapthòðny was from Auagréen 3, Howe- 
ver, not only is *&yytoc&o not attested, but, what is more damaging, 
óuxoT291V does not represent an adverb from 6uaptéw since the 
formation is not found with derivative verbs; itis simply an expan- 
sion of the adverbial óu«pc)*. It is also to be noticed that Buck's 
interpretation would require the active émwéuo. The middle 
can only refer to the person affected by the legal problem. The 
correct interpretation of £miwéusoÜat is ‘to enjoy right of pastu- 
rage’ (LSJ) and the subject must be sought in ayytotedav. If 
so, eyyLotedav must be a genitive plural which functions as the 
subject in the same way as it does in, e.g., Xenophon's Gro 
éxatéowmv (Hellenica, IV, 2, 20), or Herodotus’ siol yàp «ùtöv (sc. 
TGV pupuixwv) x«l mapa Boouët töv Ilepoéov (characteristically 
continued with év0edtev Oypevbévtes, III 102) 5. 

This means that the form in question is &yyiotēðğv, the gen. 
pl. of *&yyiovr89xc, contracted from *éyytoteadac, and based 
on the noun &yytoTeÓc. For —-, note that the stems in —cv- have 


* Buck, Greek Dialects, 256. Add. 

2 Wilamowitz, Berlin Sitzungsberichte, 1927, 7. 

3 Frankel, «Glotta», 20, 1933, 84 f.; followed by Frisk, GEW, I, 17. Add. 

4 Schwyzer, GG, I, 626. 

5 Nachmanson, « Eranos», I2, 1912, 187 f.; « Góteborg Högskolas Ars- 
skrift », 48/2, 1942, 10 £.; esp. 23 £.; Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, IT, 102. 
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€ throughout the inflexion in Locrian; for sx > T, cf. Aenëuc 
from A«o8txéa t, 

In the light of these results we must conclude that the Attic 
form Gpioziuënm (together with mAoutivdyy) is an adaptation of 
the Doric dprotwdaéy (vAouTwOXv). For this kind of ‘ conver- 
sion’ we may compare Doric names in —8a¢, many of which are 
retained in their native form (e.g. Bpact8a¢ 'ApyiSapoc) while 
others (e.g. Aswtuyidys) are completely Atticized 2. The change 
applied to the accent, too: dptotivda%y became aeptotivdyy because 
the current adverbial type did not accent —dyv; cf. cuAATÜB9Tv, 
Stapp7ndoyy etc. 3, 

We must now return to Attic éyytottvdyy which is reported 
by Pollux (Onomasticon, 6, 175) in the phrase ayytotivdyy Yaugtv. 
Unfortunately, there does not seem to be an instance of this 
phrase in a literary text which would enable us to give a Zerzmznus 
ante quem for it. But, if our analysis of the corresponding terms 
in —dyv is correct, we must suspect a similar formation in &yy!- 
otivoyy, except that in the nature of things the reference must 
be to a woman. In other words the adverb is transformed from 
a feminine &yyicw(t)8a. 

This brings us back to the adverbial forms in —wde which 
describe various kinds of games. However, unlike the adverbs in 
—tvdyy, these can be formed from verbs (putvda, pawivda, byAragivda, 
arodidpacxivda), verbal adjectives (otpentivda, &petivda, dxuytivda) 
and nouns (yutetvda, Spanetivda, guytvda, dotoaxivda, yarxtvda). 
Frohwein thought that —tvSnv and —lvd« could not be separated +. 
More recently Chantraine tried to maintain the connection but 


* Cf. Thumb-Kieckers, Gr. Dial., I, 288; Schwyzer, GG, I, 250. 

° Cf. Björck, Das alpha impurum, 1950, 59. Cf. also *AAxphvy, see p. 287, 
fn. 3. 

3 It is not very likely that the change should be connected with the dif- 
ference seen between Doric "eo äi 'locoGv ravtræäv rtovtöv &AAOv and Attic 
raidov Tpowv mévtwv tovtov XXXov (cf. Solmsen, Untersuchungen zur griech. 
Laut- und Verslehre, 1901, 88; Thumb-Kieckers, Gr. Dial., 1, 76; Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 384; Kuryłowicz, Accentuation?, 124.158), although Attic speakers must 
have been aware of it. . 

* Frohwein, «Curtius' Studien», I r, 1868, 128; his study is still the full- 
est treatment of the problem. 
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on a very different basis". He thought that —và— in —tvd« could 
only be connected with the ‘Mediterranean ’ suffix —vó— found in 
Asia Minor (and corresponding to —v9— in Greece) and suggested 
that -tvda was borrowed from Lydian since Herodotus (1,94) 
ascribes the origin of many games to the Lydians?. Going a 
step further, he surmised that even —tvnv was an Asianic loan, 
especially as the terms involved (aptot—-, xpatiot—) came from 
the semantic field in which Asianic loans (Bootienc, «0pavvoc, &vat) 
were generally recognized ?. 

This interpretation is open to serious objections. It has 
already been pointed out that the games mentioned by Herodotus 
(&ovocyaAot, xófoc, oqatpx) do not form adverbs in —tvda+, and 
one might add that while Herodotus speaks of adult games, the 
adverbs in —ltvda describe children's games. Furthermore, in the 
few cases in which an adverb of this type is found in context, a 
curious phenomenon can be observed which tends to be overlooked. 
Thus Antiphanes, in a passage quoted by Athenaeus (15 2), used 
the phrase gatvivda matCwv. In a fragment of Crates (Kock I 
137) we find: male... thy xuvytivda... robs xahods quioUc cet, 
said of a girl. The latter is particularly instructive: the adverbs 
in -tvda appear in an accusatival phrase dependent on maíbew. 
There is no doubt that the feminine gender is due to maby 
understood. But a phrase like THY xuvytivda mady also suggests 
that the ‘adverb’ xuvytivd« is in reality a feminine accusative 
agreeing with matdiav. This interpretation is supported by Pollux’ 
statement (9,122): zo (sc. thy £v xotbAn) xol innáða xal 
xvByotvda xaArover thy matdiav. This in turn can only mean that 
an accusative *xuvytw and an alternative *xuvytid« were blended 
to give xuvntivda’, Of the two accusatives the form in —w is 


r: Chantraine, Vote sur les adverbes en —tvónv, —ivéda, —wóov désignant des 
jeux, « REG», 46, 1933, 277 f. 

2 O. c., 280 f. 

3 O. c., 282 f. 

4 Schwyzer, GG, I, 627. 

5 I see from Frohwein's discussion (o. c., 128) that in his dissertation on 
«Das Suffix —xóc» (Göttingen 1858), Joseph Budenz, later the founder of Fin- 
no-Ugrian linguistics in Hungary, also reached the conclusion that, e.g., dpa- 
metivSa was a feminine accusative (p. 87), but interpreted this as arisen from 
*Soumetiodn, a variant of ópomeríàa. 
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likely to have been replaced by Aën", and the two must have 
been in competition for some time, during which the blend took 
place in this particular usage. This would account for the fact 
that —vóx is found with verbal stems (ọæwivòða: cp. yeag-ts-, 
Y^ug-i8—, but also with nouns (Baottvde, cf. BaotAtd—; Spametivda : 
Spanéti¢?, and, probably on their model, with verbal adjectives. 

The adverb ayyiotivony is basically of the same origin. 
‘To marry the (woman) next of kin’ was expressed by using 
the feminine of &yyiecivot, i.e. &yxLotivida; this gave the phrase 
ayyiotiv(t)da yapeiv which then was adapted to the existing 
pattern of aprotivdyy etc. 


13-14) A rather later witness of syncopation appears in two 
Thessalian names. In the famous decree of the Larisaeans concerning 
the admission of new citizens 3, the name of the city's inhabitants 
occurs in the form Aacatotg in line 19, while in lines 3 and 26 we 
find Aapicatwv. Since A«caíow is found in the dialectal part, 
while ÁA«ptcatcv is the form used in the letter written in the Kotne, 
it is clear that Acoatog is the local form of the name that for the 
outside world continued to be Aapioatoc. Although Aacatore 
occurs only once in this inscription, the suspicions surrounding 
a hapax are dispelled by the reappearance of the form in an inscrip- 
tion discovered and published by Béquignon which has (lines 3 
and 40) Aacoato. = Aaptcatou*; besides, the name of the city 
was already known to have had the form A&o« from the Hesy- 
chius-gloss A&c«v: thy Adcpicav. 

The new inscription was dated by Béquignon in the second 
quarter of the 2nd c. B.C., while the Larisaean law was composed 
shortly after 214 B.C. Thus the new form A«oaítoc is firmly estab- 
lished in local usage by the last quarter of the 3rd. c. B.C. A 


* Schwyzer, GG, I, 464 (no. 3). 

2 For éctpaxivda (and others?, e.g. yutptvda?) we may have to start, 
not from dotpaxov as is commonly assumed, but éctekxwov (and yx%ú%çpuvov) 
with, for the game, a feminine dotpaxtivida (madidv malen). 

3 Schwyzer, Delectus, 590; Buck, Greek Dialects, No. 32; ZG, IX, 2, 517. 

4 «BCH », 59, 1935, 38, with comments p. 40. Buck's Greek Dialects — 
a wonderful work, sadly disfigured by an excessive number of misprints — 
gives the form as Aoeogoto (p. 75, 8 884); the name, dogged by misfortune, is 
quoted as Aaooatov by Schwyzer, GG, I, 63877. 
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terminus post quem is provided by the local coins. From the early 
sth c. B.C. they bear the inscription Aaproatov, A«ptcaéov*, This 
form is used even in the 4th and 3rd centuries, although the epi- 
graphic evidence shows that by the last quarter of the 3rd c. at 
the latest the form was A«catov. But this merely illustrates the 
well-known conservativism of the mints ?. More important is the 
fact that at the beginning of Thessalian minting we find the form 
Aaptoatov. For it shows that even the local form was Aaproatog 
at that time; otherwise the coins would be stamped with the other 
form. We must conclude therefore that the change from Agap- 
catos to Axoxtog occurred after 480 B.C., in all probability well 
after that date, but was completed by about 250 B.C., or even 
before ?. 

In a brief but important note Leuman pointed out in 1930 
that many of the Thessalian names beginning with 'Acco- cannot 
have anything to do with (F)éotv; such names as *Aotayépuc, 
" Aevapyoc, "Aotintoc, “Aotédauoc, 'Actoxpkrei; etc., are in fact 
shortened from 'Apicveyópac, ' Aptovaoyoc, “Aptotinmos, "Aperéëo- 
poc, 'Aptoroxoktnc etc. *5. The form 'Acoco9xpsíot (= Aporo- 
petov) occurs in Béquignon's inscription, too 3. He also pointed 
out that the same inscription offers a further example of this 
peculiar change in 7sov&vvac (p. 37, line 11) which is identical 
with meptotavtas 6. 

Even if we ignore neotévtag which is in all likelihood simply 
from mep—otévtac, there are two cases in which Thessalian shows, 
by 250 B.C., a change from a form with 7 to one without: A&ptca 
Aapicatog became Adoxa Aacatog and "Apero in many names 
was shortened to “Aoto-, Kretschmer was the first to suggest an 


r See B. V. Head, Historia Nummorum, 1911?, 298. 

2 A penny struck in 1961 still has: ELIZABETH - II - DEI - GRATIA - 
REGINA . F:D: 

3 [n view of the conservatism of chanceries, it 1s necessary to allow a 
generation at least before the actual date, ca. 214 B.C. 

^ «Glotta», 18, 1930, 65-66 = ASchr. 205-6, without mentioning the pa- 
rallel case of A&c«, Aacatos. 

5 « BCH », 59, 37, line 9; see the note, p. 40. 

6 Béquignon himself (o. c., 41) regards meotdévtag as representing the apo- 
copated preposition veg, so that go > oo > o. 
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explanation for Aaca(toc), the only form known at that time. 
He thought that the shortening was not phonetic but due to a 
(psychologically motivated) process of «innere Kürzung », of the 
type claimed by him for Kurt, Lore, Lisbeth, Dante, monna from 
Kuonrat, Leonore, Elizabeth, Durante, madonna respectively ?. But 
these examples merely show the normal or extreme consequences 
of a stress-accent which can produce syncopes (Kuourat > Kuo- 
rit > Kurt) or apocopes, either at the beginning of the name 
Elizabeth > Lisbeth) or at the end. What puts names in a special 
class is their extremely frequent use, with the concomitant neglect 
of ‘ correct’ articulation and the reduction of resulting consonant- 
clusters. This is clearly shown by Diederik > Dirck, the latter 
resulting from Diedrik (cf. Dietrich) > Dirik > Dirk. A special 
case is the type of reduction seen in Italian Bzce from Beatrice, 
Mia from Maria, which are not part of the normal linguistic 
development? but come from the nursery. These phenomena do 
not constitute a mysterious category of ‘inner shortening’; at 
most, they represent the well-known contrast between /ento and 
allegro forms. It is significant that Kretschmer is unable to give 
any examples of ‘inner shortening’ in Greek ^, except the two 
cases under discussion. It is quite clear that the very notion is 
simply invented to make the fact of extreme syncopation palatable, 
even in languages in which, according to preconceived ideas, syn- 
cope ought not to occur. 

There is therefore no alternative to a purely phonetic expla- 
nation. But the syncope in Á&c« | A«catoc, ' Acvo8BAyusetoc cannot 
be connected with the general loss of unaccented 7 in Northern 


* Jagit—Festschrift, 1908, 553-556, esp. 555 f. 

2 Cf. «KZ», 38, 1905, 132 f., where the reduction of Mdauors to Mars 
is explained in the same way; but cf. Szemerényi, « Glotta», 35, 1956, 100 f. 
I should merely add that Märt- and Maurt— represent two different treatments 
of the same basic form: J@déwort— can lose its zu before a following o and 74orz- 
contracts to Màrt- (like mduold to malé); alternatively, JMagor£— can synco- 
pate the o, giving A¢@aurt—, Add. 

3 French sive, mame, Ital. monna, on the other hand, are, and illustrate 
the neglect of full articulation mentioned above. 

4 °’ Aotodd&uetog is taken into account by him at < Glotta », 27, 1939, 224 f. 
His doctrine of «innere Kürzung » is accepted by E. Frankel, « RE», 16, 1935, 
1629 (at least for Thessalian); Schwyzer, GG, I, 636, 638. 


IOO Loss of i or u 

Greek '; examples such as the Slavic translation of “Epyovroatc 
as pustograds, showing that the name was interpreted as Sproo 
and the latter pronounced as ez polis, but even the earlier exam- 
ples quoted, are too late for us to identify the phenomenon with 
one that occurred a thousand or at least 500 years before?. We 
cannot but accept the fact that syncope of z in these two names 
(and perhaps others) occurred, in Thessalian at any rate, by the 
middle of the 3rd c. B.C., if not earlier 3. 


x 
* Ka 


To sum up our observations so far. We have found over a 
dozen examples in which z/z were lost during the history of Greek. 
It is noteworthy that in all instances but one (6%8d0¢) the short 
vowel had been flanked by a nasal (-«v9«c, yAdvdiov, xvadev, 
QptoT(vƏY)V, Tenxvuuévoc, muxvds) or liquid (Dieu, ypucóc, Aacoatoc, 
*Aotod&uet0¢) on one side or (xpvoc, Ü&pvoc, cuvdevn) both. 


* Vendryés « BSL», 37, 1936, 13-16. 

? I agree with Kretschmer («Glotta », 27, 1939, 224 f.). 

3 I am, substantially, in agreement with Leumann («Glotta », 18,65 f. = 
KSchr. 205). But whereas he thinks that, since besides the form ' Acco— the in- 
scriptions continue to show 'Aptovo—, 'Accvo— can only be an allegro-variant, 
I should be inclined to assume that ’Aoto— (like Agoa, A«oatoc) was the local 
form, and ’Aptovo— the general outside form, familiar, of course, to the Lari- 
saeans. At «Glotta », 27, 225, even Kretschmer is prepared to admit that « in- 
nere Kürzung > is just one possibility; absorption of z by 7 is also envisaged. 


II. 


Short z/z are not, however, the only vowels exposed to 
syncope, at least under certain favourable conditions. An even 
greater number of examples shows loss of the mid-vowels e/o. The 
instances discovered so far are as follows. 


I) The adjective ‘empty, vain’ usually appears in Homer 
in the form xevsóc; cf. ZZ 2,298, and Od. 15,214 (xevedv, masc. 
acc. sg.), Od. 10,42 (xevedc... xeipxc). It is also contained 
in the compound xeveauyée¢ ‘vain-glorious’? (M. 8,230)* and 
the derivative xeveóv ‘hollow between ribs and hip, flank’, in 
Homer always found in the acc. xevedva (7/7. 5,284.857; 11,381; 
16, 821; Od. 22, 295). It is regularly used by Pindar: eebe 
(Olymp. 3,45) *, xevekw mapa Startav (Olymp. 2,65) 3, yvopav 
xeve&v (Nem. 4,40), xevetiv 8 EAniócv (Mem. 8,45), Toaratwovet 
xevea (ntr. pl, Pyth. 2,61), xeveX mveboot; (Olymp. 10,93), xE- 
vey (fr. 140255 Snell); he also has the compound xeveógpov 
(Nem. YI, 29; fr. 212 Snell), used also by Theognis (233) and 
Simonides (75 Bergk), and the derivatives xevéaot; (Paean 9 
= fr. 524 Snell, line 16). The survival of xevedg in Doric dialects 
is guaranteed by the famous tablet of Epidaurus, recording the 


* See on this word Wackernagel, « IF », 25, 1909, 337; « Glotta », 7, 1916, 
225; Risch, Wbdg., 75; Frisk, GEW, I, 819. It is, perhaps, worth pointing out 
that xevexvygeg (not —cevyées) is presupposed by Pindar’s xeveógpoveg aðyat 
(Nem. 11,29). 

? This is Schroeder's emendation, accepted by Snell, of the manuscript 
reading xetvóc. In view of Pindar's general practice (on the other exception, 
see the next footnote), this is indeed almost certain. Wackernagel’s xsvóg 
&v siny imports an unlikely form. 

3 This is Madwig's emendation, supported by xevedv in Ambros. C 222 
and the Aratus-scholia (ad 110), and accepted by Snell and Turyn. 
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miraculous healings at the shrine of Asclepius: BAZpepae uóvov 
yew, évetuev ðv adtotc uyÜšv, OAAd never eluev ÜAcG:. 

The variant xetvóg occurs in the Iliad four times ?: xetv’ 
twice (11,160: xelv’ fen xpoTaéAGov; 15,453: xelv’ reg xpocéov- 
tec, both at the beginning of the line); xsv) (3, 376: xew! Zë 


gos g 


tpupaArcia Zu Eoreto), and xewTjot (4,181: oov xetwfjot vruct...)?. 
A further variant, in fact the Attic form, xsvóc, is the reading 
of -the manuscripts at Od. 22,249: xev& ebypata eixav. But 
there can be little doubt that this unique form is a late Atti- 
cism. Gottfried Hermann was right in removing both the late 
form and the hiatus by emending xevé' edypata +. 

The variation between Homeric (and Ionic) x&ewóc and Attic 
xevég is of a well-known type (cp. &etvoc : Eévoç etc.) and 
postulates a common antecedent xevféc, as was first pointed 
out by Aufrecht ^. Homeric xevedc, on the other hand, is shown 
to be xevefég by Cyprian JAe'ze'vo'xe = xeveFov, gen. sg. 7, or 
neveF Ov, acc. sg. 


Philologists have found an external correspondence in Arme- 


Y Inscriptiones Graecae, ed min., IV, 1, 1929, 121 (= Buck, Greek Dia- 
fects, no. 90), l. 73. 

2 In view of the fact that xeveds appears nine times in Homer, it is har- 
de right to say that xetvóc is the normal form (Chantraine, GH, I, 162). 

3 L. Meyer (< KZ», 7, 1858, 219) and Nauck (Miad, I, p. XIX) wished to 
replace xetvjjotv by the normal form »xevefjow which (in spite of Schulze, 
Quaest. epic., 87) is highly desirable, seeing that in the three cases guaranteed 
by the metre the form xew— is tied to the beginning of the line, 

4 Orphica, recensuit G. Hermannus, Lipsiae 1805, p. 727 (discussing hiatus 
at the end of the 4th foot): nisi hic xevé ebypata fuit: non enim xsvóc habet 
Homerus. The emendation is admitted by all competent Homeric scholars; 
cf. Schulze, Quaest. epic., 87; Risch, Widg., 156. 

5 On the alleged Aeolic xévvoc see LS/ s. xevóc; Schulze, Quaest. epic., 6* 
$. fin.; Schwyzer, GG, I, 228. 

6 Aufrecht, « KZ », 1, 1852, 120; cf. Wackernagel, « KZ », 25, 1881, 262 — 
KSchr. 206. 

7 [n the phrase Gi xeveFov, Meister understands «490, see Schwyzer, 
Delectus, 683, 4. The Cyprian Aeneuvone does not, of course, indicate gemination 
(i.e. &enewwos = xevguFócç, Lejeune, Traité de Phonétique grecque?, 155) but 
is simply a spelling for xeveFóç (Schwyzer, GG, I, 197.472), cp. euveretasatu = 
XéFornvkoxro in the Idalium-tablet, 1, A 
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nian siz ' vain, idle’, tracing both words to an IE *fen—*; the 
equation is regarded as part of the significant vocabulary agree- 
ments obtaining between Greek and Armenian ?. As is so often 
the case, no attention is paid to the problems of word-formation š. 
If the Armenian word is to be equated with the Greek word, we 
have the right to expect more than a simple root-equation. Arm. 
sin may derive from an IE *£exo- ^5; if so, what is its relation to 
the forms *kenwo-]*kenewo— of Greek? It certainly cannot derive 
from an IE *Zezwo- since the Armenian form would be *szzg 5. 

But the real problem is the curious Greek alternation bet- 
ween xevefóc and xev/óc. Surprisingly enough, it has attracted 
very little attention. Most scholars simply accept them as doublets, 
presumably implying that their coexistence calls for no justi- 
fication . An exception is Schulze who tried to throw light on 
the doublets by referring to the ‘ parallel’ cases *&pa/&]| ap Fa, 
Zeie Pop | *SeAFap 7, But these parallels are of no real use. Home- 
ric Gef, Att. &o& simply point to 4p, and this is borne out by 
Arcadian x&rapFoc. The only reason for postulating a form *&pa.Fà 
is the fact that Attic has a final —& whereas, going by *xópFx > 
Att. xópņ, we would expect dpF& to develop into *&pfj?. But it 
is quite clear that the ' normal' development is here influenced by 
the existence of the verb popat, the very frequent verbal adjec- 
tive x«v&pàroc, &pXcróc, and the plural «pat which is more frequent 


* Hübschmann, Armenische Grammatik, I, 1897, 490; Walde-Pokorny, 
I, 390 (also 365!; Pokorny, 564. But cp. also Persson, Beiträge zur idg. 
Wortforschung, I, 1912, 123. 191. 

? Cf. Pedersen, Eberts Reallexikon der Vorgeschichte, Y, 1924, 223 f.; Meil- 
let, Esguisse?, 142; Schwyzer, GG, I, 57; Frisk, GEW, I, 810. 

3 The equation of Arm. Zerzwz ‘awl’ with Gk. mepévy ‘pin of a brooch, 
brooch’ (e.g., Meillet, Esguzsse?, 142) also leaves this problem out of account. 
Is the Armenian form from *2erzyón? That would be in accord with perfect 
equations such as Arm. szwz ‘column’ = xíov, Arm. jiwn ‘snow’ = yw, 
but not with nepóvn. 

^ But siz may have other antecedents (e.g. *Z/20—, *£zno-). 

5 See the discussion below, p. 113. 

6 C£, eg., Chantraine, Formation, 123; GH, I, 161-162; Risch, Widg., 
156; Schwyzer, GG, I, m 

7 Quaest. epic., 

8 Quaest. 2 es On Cyprian &e(F)&, not deaf, see now Mitford, 
«Minos», 7, 1961, 45 f.; 4636, 














IO4 Loss of e or o 





than the singular z. The case of déAexp is even more disappointing. 
Schulze quotes an epic form ZetäAog which he traces to Sëch fap, 
a variant of Giel Planz But the form is a pure construct and the 
label ‘ epic’ greatly misleading. All we have is the form Sethata 
attested for Callimachus (fr. 177,17 Pfeiffer) and in view of the 
fact that the word is always used in the form 9&Ae«p / dedéatog 
there can be no doubt that SetAatx is an artificial creation 3. 
Pfeiffer quotes the scholia on Odyssey 12,252, commenting on 


€ 


the word eldata:obtm¢g “Aptotapyos: ó 9& Kadatotoatoc Zero, 
and adds: quod Callimachus legisse uidetur*. It is clear that the 
word eidata provoked SefAxta, ventured as an ‘epic’ variant 
of the prose-from Zero, It is just as unfounded to infer from 
the set Sércap / Sehéata | SéAcvex (P) the existence of a variant 
*SeAfap as it would be to postulate a by-form &A/«p of &Arefup, 
the basis of &Aé«v« (Homeric &Astata), KAgupov 5, The main objec- 


* See Schwyzer, GG, I, 18872; Frisk, GEW, I, 127; LS7 s.v. 

? Quaest. epic., 103. The form déAevpx which Schulze retains in the Nu- 
menius-fragment at Athenaeus 287 c and restores in another at 306c, is not im- 
possible (cf. &Aeap : &Acvex) but is by no means established and is not accepted 
in ZSJ. He also assumes *8£Axo (from *déAfap) and derives from it a verb 
*SerxaConat in order to explain Nicander’s sednotped¢ ‘using bait’ (Zheria- 
ca 793), although $&Ae&Go is the only, but well-attested, verbal formation, 
supported by the derivatives 9EAéxcux (Aristophanes), deAcaoudc (Aristotle), 
Gekedorpo (Cratinus), 8EAéxovpov (Nicophon), so that there can be little doubt 
that the form is merely a metrical adaptation of the regular SeAexoTpeUc, 
perhaps simply 8eAexoTpeóc with synizesis, cf. Bosshardt, Die Nomina auf 
—£uc, Zürich 1942, 68. — Since Schwyzer (GG, I, 519) quotes the plural deAéata 
from Polybius, I should add here that it is attested more than two centuries 
earlier for Antipho the Sophist, see Diels-Kranz, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 
IS, 1952, 359, line r. But it is difficult to accept the interpretation «Genüsse» 
offered by them. The sentence ua) yao, X92a, Sedéata, & ó 9cóc ÉOoxcv gv- 
Spamotg cannot mean «Ehren, Kampfpreise, Genüsse, die die Gottheit den 
Menschen gibt »; deAéata cannot have a meaning different from the usual ‘ bait’. 
It is therefore ‘ honours (and) prizes, which have been given by god as allure- 
ments to mankind', in spite of the footnote which would seek to identify 
dSeAéata here with Hdovat in the preceding sentence. 

3 Cf. Schwyzer, GG, 1,228, 519. Frisk, GEW, 1, 360, seems to believe in 
*8SéAFaca. 

4 Callimachus, ed. R. Pfeiffer, vol. I, 1949, fr. 177, ad 1. 17; cf. Schulze, 
Quaest. epic., 102. ° 

5 The word Bun ‘bait’, attested by Hesychius (for Alcaeus!) and others 
(for Alcman?), is a variant of Attic 8&Aeap. But the relationship need not be 
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tion remains that SetAnta is a poetic form which can have no 
justification in living speech. Schulze’s ‘ parallels’ are therefore 
unsuited for an explanation of the doublets xev/óc / xeve/óc. 

One might, perhaps, attempt to account for the variation 
by pointing out that the formations in —-wo~- are, on principle, 
based on z-stems and, although the more frequent type shows 
simple thematization (—4/—o- = —wo—), there are examples of an 
alternative type in which the z-stem has the full-grade (—ez-o 
= ~ewo-). In other words, we could start from a basic *xevuc, 
from which xevfég and wegvgfóç would be alternative themati- 
zations*. But this is ruled out by the historical facts. Although 
in theory one might expect both —wo— and —ewo- derivatives from 
the same base, in practice we find only one formation in use?. 
Thus simple -wo- is found in 


uavóg : Häuu 
otev(F)ég : o«evuYoóc?, UrevixAypoc 
Thess. FfaotFóc : ğotv 


based on old ablaut-variants (BeAe— : Bin. postulated by Schulze, Quaest. 
epic., 102 f., accepted by Schwyzer, GG, I, 360; Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 206); 
Bañe might just as easily be contracted from BAéap (Frisk, GEW, I, 243.360) 
and in that case it would be better to view BAéxo as generalized from the alter- 
nating inflexion *g”elewar | g”(e\lewatos (cf. véXsSpov ` AÉ9pov, no. 14). This 
even makes one wonder whether the Callimachean (or Callistratean?) Setanta 
is not simply reshaped from *d\elarx, shortened from a metrically length- 
ened Sedetatx (for Šeréata, attested for Antipho the Sophist and Polybius, 
I5, 21, 6.8) which is ‘ guaranteed’ by Numenius’ 8eActavog (Athenaeus, 305 a) 
and agrees with Homeric dsclara. l 

* This seems to be Frisk’s view (GEW, I, 819) although he does not 
make his thought quite explicit. 

? For the facts, see Chantraine, Formation, 122 f.; Schwyzer, GG, I, 472. 
For Sanskrit, cp. Wackernagel-Debrunner, 447. Gr., II, 2, 866£.; for Indo-Euro- 
pean, Brugmann, Grundriss?, II, 1, 199 f. Cf. also Specht, « KZ y, 65, 1938, 200. 

3 The peculiar formation of this word is not illuminated by saying that 
it is expressive (Chantraine, Formation, 225) or that —y- is «erweiternd » 
(Schwyzer, GG, I, 496). The latter view is due to Kretschmer (< KZ », 31, 1892, 
445'; elaborated by Bechtel, Griech. Dial., III, 124 f.).who postulated a noun 
*otevuy—, derived from ovevu—. But there is no such noun, and it seems ob- 
vious that otewypéc¢ is formed under the influence of adjectives in the field. 
Most likely, u«xpóg uixpóc produced *otew—xpdc which was dissimilated 
to cvevu—Yoóc. For the dissimilation of (s)Z-£ to (s)Z-g, cp. Elean draduxtotorc 
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TÉAEXXOV ` WÉÀEXUG 
yaúxxov ` YAUXÜG 
log : Skt. zsz— ‘ arrow’ 


and, without corresponding forms in —z-, in 
An Pie oxarfog wie FopdFécg EévFog Doc xópFoc Špo Fa &p/á, 


while —ewo—- appears in 
éte fig ` Éxu- uoc 
itéa ` Luc 
devdpéov : dpc 
Heos ` Skt. widhavd, Lat. uidua. 


In not one case do we find a formation with -wo- and another 
with —ewo- side by side, a fact that will be no surprise for the 
descriptivist. 

It appears then that from the point of view of word-formation 
the coexistence of xev/ég | xeve/Óóc is an exceptional case, in other 
words cannot be explained within this framework. The correct 
solution is pointed by a closer observation of the historical facts. 

We have found that, in Homer, the normal form is xevefóç 
But he already has the form xev/óg in three undoubted cases 
at least. This form is the only one to survive in Attic’, while 
Cyprian has xeve/óc, a form that is also found in Pindar's dialect 
and at Epidauros. These facts admit of one conclusion only. 
The form xeve/óc was the original, Common Greek form. But 
in Ionic and Attic it was shortened to xev/6c, while in the other 
dialects, as far as our evidence allows us to make an inference, 
the old form seems to have survived. The coexistence in Homer 
of both forms reveals that already in late epic times the current 
forms was xevféc; in Homer, the form xeve/ócg is an archaism. 

The shortening of xeve/óc to xev/Óc is a clear case of syncope 
in which an unaccented mid-vowel is lost, here between z and w. 


for Suy— (= Cuy—), Boeotian BAé9o« for répa, Phocian and Cretan Bputav— 
for npvtav—, see Schwyzer, GG, I, 207. Specht (e KZ», 65, 1938, 2014; Ursprung, 
192 f.) also rejects Bechtel's *ovévut, but assumes a suffix —g- which is not 
very enlightening. 

I The survival of ewech, apparently general, may be due to the Sicilian 
and Coan medical schools which had a dominant position. 
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2) A similar problem is presented by the Greek forms of the 
numeral g. The cardinal appears, with immaterial variations, 
in all dialects as évwé«, But early derivatives and compounds 
( ninth’, ‘ninety’, ‘ ninehundred’, ' nine times’ etc.) show a 
different form. The attested variants are as follows: ` 


9: Ion-Att. éwéa«; Delph., Rhod., Coan, Cyrenean Gu: Heracl. 
hevven. 

oth: Att., Boeot. Évxvoc; Delph., Theran hévatocg; Lesb. @vorog; 
Ion. stvatog; Argolic, Cretan, Cyren. jvatoc. 

9 times: Att. évaxic, Hom. Hdt. eive. 

gth day (of month): eivag (Hesiod, Erga: 811 mewttotn ‘oth’, 810 
Hëoon * 19th ', 814 tpLoewas ‘ 29th’). 

go: lon-Att. évevyxovta; Heracl. hevevqxovta; Hom. éwiyxovta (Od. 
19,174); Delian, Phocian évyxovta, 

900: Att. évaxóotot, Ion. sivoxóctot. 


As can be seen, the cardinal (évwvéfa) contrasts with all the 
other formations (even évevqxovta as will be shown further on), 
which quite clearly present a form £v/«-. This shorter form also 
appears in Hom. siväerec (ZZ. 18,400; Od. 3,118, etc.) ‘nine 
years long’ and sivavyeg (ZZ 9,470) ‘nine nights long’; the 
former is from £vFafevec, the neuter, used adverbially, of the 
adjective *évfafétyg', the latter is shaped on the model of 
évFaFetes and the other adverbs in -etec (tpletec, Od. 2,106; 
extaetec, Od. 3,304)”. A further compound of the same types 
is the Homeric éw¥jae, representing the neuter £v/7ju«p?. This 
analysis also holds for the apparently divergent švveópYutoç (Od. 


r Cf, Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 70. 

? Schwyzer, GG, I, 591* (following Wackernagel, «Glotta», 2, 1910, 2 — 
KSchr. 834) prefers to regard this as a nom. pl. However, while r«vquéptot can 
mean ‘all day long’ (and is a personalized variant of navñu«p), there are no 
examples of, e.g., £&nuéptot. Moreover, the adjectives Évwuyog (M. 11, 716), 
£yybytog (Od. 3,178), v&vvoyoc (Od. 14,458), mavvbytog (Z. 2,2), show what 

the form of the adjective would be. The two interpretations are not equally 
' possible (Sommer, Vominalkomposita, 1948, 65°). 

3 This is discussed at length by Sommer (Zahlwort, 1951, 28 f). His 
view that it is fused from £vwé(a)zjuxp is accepted by Frisk (GEW, I, 819) who 
overlooks that Sommer (Go) had halfheartedly conceded that Leumann's expla- 
nation (Hom. Wörter, 1950, 100 f.) was preferable. 
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11,312) which is simply švfopyutoç (or *évFopyutoc) ' adjusted ’ 
in the course of transmission '. 

Thus the facts are not in dispute: simple £vv£/« contrasts with 
derivational évfa—. The communis opinio is that this relation 
reflects something original, an archaic feature faithfully preserved 
from Indo-European times. This assumption is backed by the 
observation that Armenian zzz also shows an initial sound that 
can be from an earlier e- It is therefore inferred that évfa— and 
inn continue an antecedent *exwn. In order to combine this 
with the form generally attested by the other languages, some 
assume that all the historical forms derive from an IE *ezewn] 
*newn | *enwy 2, while others regard *enwy as developed by meta- 
thesis from *xewmn 3. 

This interpretation prompts several questions. First, are 
we justified in positing an IE *ez(eywg on the strength of Greek 
and Armenian? If not, can their initial e- be explained more 
readily in a different way? Secondly, is Armenian zum really 
identical with Greek évFa~? 

The answer to the first question does not require a lengthy 
argument. Apart from Greek and Armenian, all other languages * 
demand a form with an initial s—; cf. Lat. «ouem, nonus, nona- 
ginta, etc.; Old Irish ag, wómad, nócha, etc.; Germanic (Gothic) 
niun, niunda, niuntehund, etc.; Old Slav devete, devete (from 
*newent-); Lithuanian devyni, devifitas; Tocharian AB Zw, B unte, 
A umuk B tumka; Iranian nava, navama-, navati-; Indian «ava, 


1 The form švv— reflects the same treatment of évf— as is seen in vyj- 
uxp and Hesiod's éwaetnpw (Erga 436). An *eivdpyuog or *eglvñueo was 
probably avoided because it could be confused with the preposition (elv&Avog 
etc.); the alternative was gemination, which was still felt inadequate in the first 
case - hence éweópyutoc. I do not include in the above list £vvéopoc because 
I doubt that it contained the numeral originally. 

2 Brugmann, Grundriss, ll, 2, 20; Schwyzer, GG, I, sor; Sommer, Zahi- 
wort, 25 f.; Frisk, GEW, I, 519; Pokorny, 318-9; others will be mentioned fur- 
ther on. 

3 Recently, Pisani, « Ricerche Linguistiche », 2, 1951, 49. 

4 [ ignore the very uncertain data of Thracian and Illyrian. See, however, 
Blumenthal, «IF», 51, 1933, 115.121.126 f.; Mayer, «KZ», 66, 1939, 112 f.; 
Detschew, Die thrakischen Sprachreste, 1957, 17 (s.v. “Avadpatoc), 576 f; 
A. Mayer, Die Sprache der alten lilyrier, 11, 1959, 45. 
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navama-—, navati-. It is quite clear that all these forms point 
to IE *zewn ‘9’, *newnnos ‘oth’, and *zewiont ‘90’ *. 

In view of this extensive agreement, there can be no doubt 
that the Greek and Armenian forms show an innovated initial 
e—; an IE *exewn is out of the question 2. The la ryngeal theory 
enables us, of course, to trace even this innovation to an inherited, 
Indo-European, element: we may assume that the Indo-European 
form was not *«ewn, but *H,newn, from which Gk. *éve/« and Arm. 
in— developed regularly 3 But this is not all that different from 
saying, with earlier scholars, that in Greek and Armenian a pro- 
thetic vowel developed‘. The laryngealist assumptions become 
serious, and unacceptable, when it is asserted that Arm. ¿zz 
derives from an IE *77,ez—we-, while a variant Z7,z—ezu— is continued 
by Gk. év(v)éFa, Skt. nava 5. This is far more than simply elevating 
Armenian to a position which normally is denied to it, and placing 
it on a high pedestal from which it can set at naught the testimony 
of its more venerable sisters, whose evidence is usually so much 
more unequivocal. It also means introducing into Indo-European 
morphological patterns which have hitherto been absent from it. 
We know that an IE *zez— 'strong, man(ly)' is guaranteed by 
Skt. zar-, Oscan «erus € uirorum, principum», Welsh zer ' hero’, 
etc. while Greek has Guip and Armenian ous 8. We may infer 
an original alternation *H,ner-|*H nr- (resulting in Gk. dvep—/ 
*ġp—, levelled to &vep—[&vg—) but there is no trace of a variation 
* H.en-r-[*H'n-er- to match *H,en-w—/*H,n-ew-. Similarly, the 
various forms appearing in the individual languages for ‘name’ 


* For a detailed discussion, see my Numerals (Heidelberg 1960), esp. 
171-3 (on the final of * 9°), 70. 88-94, 111 (on ‘ 9th’), 13-15 (on ‘ 90°). 

2 Note Kent's lone protest (Donum natalicium Schrijnen, 1929, 346): 
«I entirely lack faith in **enewen ». 

3 See, e.g., Benveniste, Origines, 152; Hammerich, Laryngeal before So- 
nant, 1948, 7. Austin’s Indo-Hittite *oxewn (a Language y, 17, 1941, 87; ac- 
cepted by Ward, zézd., 24, 1948, 51 f.) either means the same thing (o = 77) 
or, if b is a vowel, is unacceptable. 

^ See the text further on. 

5 Benveniste, Origines, 152; Cowgill, in: Evidence for Laryngeals, 1960, 
41; but cf. Winter, ġid., 28 f. 

6 Cf. Pokorny 765; Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 613; Bailey, « JRAS », 1953, 
103 f. (but cf. Henning, «TPS», 1954, 175"). For Luvian azar-, see Laroche, 
Dictionnaire de la langue louvite, 1959, 26 f. Add. 
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(Gk. -6voua, Arm. anun — Lat. nomen, Gothic namo, Skt. zázza, 
Hitt. Jaman — Old Irish ainmm, Old Pruss. emmens, etc.) * may 
be subsumed under a Proto-IE *Z;zom | *H,nmens but there is 
no evidence in favour of *H,en—myn | *H,n-emn—os?, or, worse 
still, *77,22/7,»2?; it is quite clear that we have a normal alter- 
nation of the type *(H pnm | SCH. mens (SC, mass Ae 7. (Add.) 

The point that must not be overlooked is that a variation 
*/T ent-|*H,new-, not impossible in itself, could only be placed 
within an inflexional pattern?. In other words, the assumption 
entails the further assumption that the cardinal ‘9’ was inflected 
which most scholars would flatly reject. In these circumstances 
we are forced to accept the evidence of the majority, posit an IE 
*( H newn, and regard the Greek š— and Arm. č- as an innovation. 
To avoid misunderstandings, I add that, although ablaut within 
the cardinal "oi is impossible, ablaut-variation is not to be ruled 
out æ priori between cardinal and ordinal. But in that case, the 
ordinal must be based on the cardinal, as is the case in all the 
other comparable numerals. This means that the ordinal, formed 
with -o- from the cardinal, may develop from *(4/,)zewn-o- to 
*(Hnuno-, and thus we can have the alternation SC, weie 
*(H,)nu— between the two categories. It is worth noting, howe- 
ver, that even if this interrelation did exist at one time, it was 
eliminated by levelling, so that the individual languages all 
present the normalized set *(77)mewmg ` *(Hy)newnno-. 

For the Greek and Armenian innovation several other expla- 
nations could be envisaged. Thus, it has been suggested that the 
form *enw- appearing in them might be due to metathesis from 


* See Pokorny, 321. Alllanguages that have a clear vowel after z, show 
& It is therefore impermissible to infer an IE *ze;— from Tocharian B Gem, 
A fom (Pedersen, Zocharisch, 1949?, 221 f. Evangelisti, «Acme», I, 1948, 
334); cf. Couvreur, Hoofdzaken van de Tochaarse Klank—en Vormleer, 1947, 8. 

2 Benveniste (Origines 181) argues for *ZZ:en—"n—en-[* Hion—m-en- as the 
antecedent of $voue but this is quite impossible. The second o in óvoux cannot 
be dissociated from that of Gmc. zamo, Latin zmen, and so anaptyxis is out 
of the question. 

3 Martinet, «Word», 9, 1953, 263 (*neA®m-); cf. also Hamp, «AION-L», 
2, 1961, 187 f. 

4 Cp. Cowgill, in: Evidence for Laryngeals, 1960, 113. See also p. 107 
against an initial Jaryngeal. 

5 Cf. Skt. daru| dros, sánu|snos from IE *doru|*dreus, *sonu | sneus. 
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*newy*. But this suggestion ignores the fact that a similar addi- 
tional vowel appears in many words without having the effect of 
removing the original vowel. Gk. &vfjp, Ššvouz, and many other words 
show what is known as a prothetic vowel, and it is quite clear 
that in their case the prothesis cannot be the result of metathesis. 
It is also clear that Gk. év(v)éFa, instead of expected *v£/«, cannot 
be separated from these cases, and so metathesis is not an appro- 
priate solution. Others have operated with an independent word, 
fused with the inherited *vefa. Wackernagel assumed that éwéFa 
represented a phrase &v—-vefa, with the preposition £v, comparable 
to such collocations as Pindar's šç tols, or $c mévte vag (Thuc. 
7, 33, 1), etc. In spite of Schwyzer’s adherence’, this strange 
notion is quite unacceptable as is shown by the fact that we do 
not have *eotpetc, *conevte, or similar formations, as cardinal 
numbers. Others have sought an IE *se— ‘one’ in the initial 
of Év/&— and a corresponding év (neuter of sic) in *éwe/a ‘ one 
nine’ 3; but even if there were no phonetic difficulties *, the seman- 
tic aspect of the derivation would remain very strange since, while 
one can speak of one hundred 5, one thousand (because of the con- 
trast with two hundred, etc), ‘one nine’ does not contrast with 
‘two nines’ etc. $. Those who wish to avoid the assumption of 
prothesis, might think of ‘9’ being influenced by ‘8’ i.e. the 
sequence in counting of éxto—*véfa might have led to éxt@- 
*óv£Fa, with, eventually, assimilation to *évéfa. But in view 


* Pisani, « Ricerche Linguistiche », 2, 1951, 49. 

? Schwyzer, GG, I, 591. 

3 Cp. Windekens, «Antiquité Classique», 14, 1945, 133-135, esp. 135, 
and, for the Tocharian basis, « IF », 58, 1942, 261-5 (264: *se~ in &xatév) and, 
most recently, « Lingua Posnaniensis », 8, 1960, 36. The same views on *sz— 
have been advanced by A. Hahn (« Language», 18, 1942, 114-5; 29, 1953, 244). 
Cf. also Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 5693. 

^ But there are, quite apart from the question whether *se is really ac- 
ceptable; see Belardi, « Doxa », 3, 1950, 204, both on the phonetic and the se- 
mantic difficulties. Note that the aspirate would be kept in £xovóv (as expec- 
ted) but unaccountably lost in é(v)véFa, efxoot. 

5 For éxatév some such explanation is unavoidable indeed, as was first 
stated by Pott, see Schwyzer, GG, 1, 592; and, quite recently, Risch, « IF », 
67, 1962, 132 f. 

© Nor is there any trace of a vigesimal system in Greek, so that *àá—Ftxoct 
as ‘one twenty’ would be just as strange. 
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of the fact that prothesis is undoubtedly found in many cases, 
there is no pressing need for trying to avoid it here. We should, 
however, bear in mind that the appearance of a prothetic vowel in 
Armenian does not by any means prove a common innovation, 
as is usually assumed :. 

Kurylowicz has recently seen himself forced to abandon his 
old view that the prothetic vowels developed from pre-conso- 
nantal laryngeals: «l'unique hypothése formulée ici à ce propos 
c'est qu'elles ne sont pas devenues des phonémes vocaliques auto- 
nomes que dans une période préhistorique de la langue grecque » 2, 
The fact that Armenian shows prothesis where Greek does not 
(e.g. amis ' month’ 3; Gk. why) or lacks it when Greek shows it 
(e.g. jukn ‘ fish’: Gk ty90c; Asan‘ 20’: Gk. &—0xoot) is a warning 
in any case that we have to do with distinct processes of selection. 
That the disposition may be connected — either on account of 
similar substratum-effects or of possibilities inherent in inherited 
Indo-European speech-habits — need not be disputed. But in 
no single case can we be certain that the prothesis is due to a com- 
mon Graeco-Armenian act of innovation. 

Without the apparently easy identification of Greek &vFa- 
with Arm. zzz from *emwan the reconstruction of an IE *enwy 
would hardly have been ventured. But is it really self-evident 
that an early Arm. *exwan would have assimilated nw > nn 
or simply lost ~ after w, as is generally assumed *. It is perhaps 
not without reason that the details of the development are never 


t See Schwyzer, GG, I, 57, 412; Porzig, Die Gliederung des indogermant- 
schen Sprachgebiets, 1954, 155. Further literature on prothesis was quoted 
at p. 7 m. t. 

2 Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 270. The sentence before the one just quoted 
reads: «Le probléme de la provenance des voyelles prothétiques ne nous inté- 
ressera pas ici». Thus, e.g., IE *leudh— (not *Hileudh—-) developed into *Aevd— 
and later ¿)gu9—. Cp. also Hamp, «AION-L», 2, 1961, 185 f. Nikitina («Voprosy 
Jazykoznanija», 1962/1, 83) tries to save Kurylowicz's old interpretation of 
Aua, but forgets Kurylowicz's objections to reduplication with both initial 
consonants. 

3 Note, however, Winter's way out, in: Evidence for Laryngeals, 1960, 29. 

^ See, e.g., Hübschmann, Avmenische Grammatz£, 1, 1897, 450 f. (: w lost 
after consonant); Brugmann, Grundriss?, II, 2, 20; Pisani, « Ricerche Linguisti- 
che», 2, 1951, 49 (inw > nn > n) 
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spelt out. Although comparative material is not plentiful in 
Armenian, there seems to be one case at least which militates 
against the usual assumption. The noun cumr ‘knee’, which 
clearly belongs with the well-known group of Gk. yów, Lat. 
genu, etc., has the following plural forms: nom. cung—kh, acc. cung—s, 
gen-dat-abl. cng-aç. Meillet was evidently right* in concluding 
that cung— was the regular development from IE *gonw-, the 
form appearing in the plural *gonwi, gen. gonwim, and closely 
agreeing with Hom. yoðva, "ov, 

It follows then that a pre-Armenian *enwy would have deve- 
loped into *zzg-. This means that Arm. zz#z must derive from 
an earlier *ezewrg, a form that must be postulated for Gk. *éve/« 
also. How can this form be reconciled with the attested ¿zz? 

Final -y would have been lost, but under the influence of 
tasn, where —”, as in -sun ‘—ty’ (e.g., thir-ty), survived because 
it was originally followed by — (IE *Ze£mz), it was retained, as 
also in ewthn ‘7’. The development of —ew— is rather more obscure. 
One might perhaps assume that, by assimilation, *zzewan became 
*inawan (cf. *tasan from *tesan)? and then contracted to Zénon ? 
in time to have, as a disyllabic word, the accent established on the 
first syllable, with subsequent loss of the vowel of the final syllable 
(: inn). On the other hand, the curious plural zxunkh, gen-dat-abl. 
inunc or innic, instr. innivkk, seems to suggest a different solution. 
Its z can hardly have been imported from outside — either from 
among the cardinals or the nouns — so that one must ask whether 
_it is not developed from the original form. In other words, *enewy 
could have developed into *xowan >> *inoun > inun-. This 
development would be paralleled by that of kun ‘sleep’ which, 
starting from IE *swepnos became *swephnos > *khewn- > 
*ehoun- >> *bhun-*. Similarly, the verb unim ‘I have’ derives 


rt Meillet, Esguzsse?, 84, without realizing the implications for *ezqon, which, 
surprisingly enough, is nowhere discussed in detail, see the index, p. 172. — 
I start from the plural *gozwzZ rather than the dual *gonwi. 

2 Cf. Szemerényi, Numerals, 104. 

3 For contractions, see Szemerényi, Numerals, 20 f., esp. garun, ariwn. 

4 As is known, the development of ez, oz, primary and secondary, is a 
rather difficult problem. But the difference between £Auz|&Anoy ‘sleep’ (with 
u lost when not in the last syllable) and kunem ‘I sleep’ cannot justify deriving 
the former from *szózos and the latter from *swojzo- (Pisani, « Ricerche Lin- 
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from *ej—e-, and not an impossible *óó-ze'" The difference 
between the development of —¿óz— and —ept- (: ewthn ' 7") is clearly 
due to the fact that in the one case we have a voiced consonant 
at the end of the cluster, while in the other it is voiceless z The 
inflected nunk was then followed by tasunkh and since this was 
matched by Goen, ‘9’ also acquired a by-form zzz, supported 
by the oblique cases zxuic, zunzvbh. (Add.) 

It appears then that Arm. zzz cannot derive from an IE 
*enwy and can very well continue the normal IE *zewmg, with 
Armenian prothesis *enewy. This makes it necessary to attempt 
to understand the cleavage between Gk. šv(v)šfe and vfa- as 
a purely Greek development and not an archaic difference to be 
projected into, and inherited from, Indo-European. 

Before we can confront the Greek formations, a few words 
must be said about the ordinal ‘ 9th’ and the cardinal ‘go’. As 
I have shown elsewhere?, the ordinal *exewnnos or *éveFavoc 
was at some stage transformed under the influence of *dekmtos 
or *dixatog. The cardinal ‘go’, inherited as IE *zecwg£ont, would, 
in normal phonetic development, have resulted in *évevvixovt—« 4, 


guistiche », 2, 195I, 57), since the verb is obviously a denominative; they can- 
not have had different antecedents. Further, we must not assume that the de- 
velopment of oz was the same whatever its source. Thus oz in *outh from 
*optd became ð (later z) after IE ex/ou and ez from esd in *swesdr had become 
oy (Meillet, Esquzsse?, 32, 44, 39), and was followed by a further group in which 
—en- gave —eun- > oun- (eventually —42—), —ewa resulted in owan > —oun > 
—un, and —omn— developed into —oun—~ > -un-. 

t Meillet, Esquisse”, 47 f. But Hitt. ef-s | appanziis of the same type 
as esmi] asanzi, edmi | adanzi, and reveals that the Indo-European root is Sei. 

2 A rather similar case is presented by anun ‘name’ which certainly 
continues an earlier *azomn. Meillet (Esguzsse?, 48) starts from a primitive 
*onomno— which developed into *anuwn anun. But the starting point is impos- 
sible, and he gives no account of the inflexion (nom-acc. anun, gen-dat-loc. 
anuan, abl. anuané; nom. pl. anuankh, gen-dat-abl. anuanc). We must obviously 
start from IE *xdmy/nomnos which, with the prothetic vowel, became *ano- 
man|*anomnos and (as suggested by W. Cowgill in a letter of 7.3.1962) was 
levelled to *azomaz]|*anomanos. The subsequent development, after the dis- 
similation of zz—z to w-n, was *anowan | *anowanos > *anown|*anowan > anun] 
anuan. The development *anowan > anown > anun is exactly the same as 
*enewan > *inowan > *inown > inun. 

3 Szemerényi, Vumerals, 89 and 13 f. The ordinal does not represent 
*enwnnds (Risch, « IF », 67, 1962, 13677). 

4 The stage *évFvaxovta (Numerals, 14) thus becomes unnecessary. 
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In view of the fact that the base-word appeared as *évefu, the 
ordinal as *évefavoc | *évefatoc, it is natural that this form should 
have been reshaped to * évefav&xovta. 

At that stage then the following formations existed in the 
Greek system: 


Q’ *évE Fa 

‘ oth’ *éye FocxóG 

' Q times’ *£ye Fantig 
‘90’ *éve FAV tov vac 
‘goo’ *éve Poar 


As can be seen, apart from the cardinal, all other forms have 
four or more syllables. Moreover, it was only in *évé/« that 
inherited e bore the accent. In the ordinal, the accent was orig- 
inally on —t6¢ but was later transferred to the first syllable, *5exa- 
tóc becoming Séxato¢ etc.*. The accent of the multiplicative 
adverbes was —&ut6, obviously because uc) was an enclitic ?. 
For the decads we may hesitate between original —xóvt— (:Skt. 
—§ét) and —hxovt— (mevtyxovta ~ Gothic sibunt-thund?), but it 
is certain that the accent was not on the digit. The conclusion 
imposes itself that the difference between *évefa and évfa— is 
due precisely to these factors: length of the form, absence of accent, 
favourable consonantal environment (*—w) led to e being synco- 
pated in these forms. Hence the original system was modified 
as follows: 





*éye Fe = *EyyE Fa, 

*éye Fovróc — *£y Face 

®ve Fue > *&y FOUL: 

*éveFavaxovta > *zvFavanovta > *évFevyxovTa 
*veFonatiot > *&y Faxatrot 


* Cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 381, 596 (with fn. 5); Kurylowicz, Accentuation?, 
278. 
2 Cp. Kuryłowicz, Accentuation”, 136 f., esp. fn. 12. 
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The chasm separating the cardinal éwéefa from vfa- in all the 
other (old) formations is not an archaic feature inherited from Indo- 
European, but a purely Greek, and as we shall see presently, fairly 
recent innovation’. 

The emergence of vfa- as a by-form accounts for the curious 
change in the cardinal from expected *évéfa to the historical 
eweFa. As was pointed out by Sommer, the syllabication év/Fa— 
produced *év/e/« resulting in év/véFa z. 

The next question is chronology. Can we determine the 
approximate date of the fission, or at least give a terminus post 
guem? It seems that the Mycenaean tablets enable us to offer a 
firm date. At the beginning of this section it was pointed out 
that not only all early derivatives but also all early compounds 
presented the form vfa- not éwéfa. This is shown by Hom. 
elvdetes from *évfafetec, clv&vuyec from *évfavvy—3, It is beyond 
reasonable doubt that such Homeric compounds as évvedotoc, 
évvearryyuc, évvekytAot, represent a secondary, innovated stratum, 
with the new compounds again brought nearer to the current 
form of the cardinal‘. It follows therefore that for the pre- 
Homeric age we should expect only compounds with évfa-, 
especially if the variation was of an Indo-European date. The 
Mycenaean tablets have once again brought clarity in a difficult 
and vexed question. 

Among the many Pylos-tablets, there are, apart from the tripod- 
tablet, hardly any more famous than the furniture tablets of the 
Ta-—series 5. For the present inquiry, the term exewopeza is of the 


* The solution, for the ordinal, was, imperfectly, indicated at Nume- 
rals, 89, and the true solution anticipated by de Saussure, Mélanges Graux, 
743- 

2 Sommer, Zum Zahlwort, 27; Szemerényi, Numerals, 89. But within 
this framework weight may begiven to Ward's suggestion (« Language», 24, 
1948, 51 f.) that the lengthening was due to an effort to approximate the sylla- 
bic structure of ént, 6x7. The two factors may have reinforced each other. 

3 See above p. 107, and cf. Sommer, Zahklwort, 25 f. Note especially: 
«das alte Kompositionsglied eiva—» (p. 26), «im Kompositionsvorderglied dem 
unzweifelhaft älteren Typus *évFa—» (p. 27). 

4 See Sommer, Zahlwort, 27 f. 

5 See E. L. Bennett, The Pylos Tablets, 1955, 186 f.; M. Ventris—J. Chad- 
wick, Documents in Mycenaean Greek, 1956, 339 £. 


Loss of e or o II7 





greatest importance. It occurs in the singular in the phrase Zopeza. .. 
enewopeza five times (642, 1.3; 713, 1.3; 715, 1) and once in the corres- 
ponding dual phrase fopezo ... enewopezo (715,3). The lists speak 
of tables (Zopeza = topmeGu, toáneča) which are described as 
enewopeza, obviously a compound of ‘ nine’ and —7eGa, whatever 
the meaning of the latter and so of the whole compound *. The 
form ezewo- is usually interpreted as £vve/o-, with —o— as a scribal 
(or dialectal? ?) variant of normal évvé/«. The important point 
is that ezewo- indicates a full vowel between z and w. If the 
spoken form had been ezwo, the scribes would have rendered it 
as enuwo (or possibly ezozwo), as is the case with žesenuwo = Ee. oc, 
hesenuwija = eyfa, perusinuwo = nepuot Foy 3, 

The tablets still permit us to read either évvefo or évefo 
since, unfortunately, gemination is not indicated and most scho- 
lars instinctively transcribe évvefoneta*, However, for those 
who have followed the argument and accept Sommer’s expla- 
nation of —v-, there will be no difficulty in deciding that at that 
time only évefo / évefa were possible. For the fact that Myce- 
nacean has enewopeza, and not exwopeza, shows that the synco- 
pation of the only Early Greek form, évefa, had not yet taken 
place. 

To sum up our results. Greek, like all other Indo-European 
languages, including Armenian, inherited for ‘ nine’ and its family 
one Indo-European base only, to wit *zewy. In the course of Early 


* See Ventris-Chadwick, Documents, 340; Palmer, «Minos», 5, 1957, 66 f. 

2 Dialectal peculiarity is denied (for y > 0) by Ruijgh, «Mnemosyne», 
14, I96I, 198 f., esp. 200, where *evefo is explained as due to óxcvó, reformed 
after Zoo, I 

3 Cf. Ventris-Chadwick, Documents, 46; Lejeune, Mémoires de philolo- 
gie mycénienne, 1958, 257, and, especially emphatically, «Minos », 6, 1960, 888 
(= offprint p. 2, fn. 8). It is amazing to see the lightheartedness with which 
Whatmough states («Classical Philology», 54, 1959, 187 f.) that we should 
read enwopeza; he draws important conclusions from this ‘ reading’, without 
checking whether the orthographical conventions permit it. 

4 Lejeune («Minos », 6, 1960, 88°) expressly states that Mycenaean enewo, 
transcribed by him as evvefo, exactly corresponds to Hom. évwéa, but does 
not mention the historical implications. Ruijgh («Mnemosyne», 14, 1961, 
199, 200, etc.) transcribes the Mycenaean form as éveFo (cf. esp. 2005), without 
mentioning its linguistic significance. 
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Greek linguistic history, in pre-Pylos times as we now know from 
the tablets, a prothetic vowel was developed and, in conjunction 
with the vocalization of y to a, ‘nine’ became *évé/X, and, 
correspondingly, ‘gtk’ *évefatoc, ‘go’ *éveFavaxovta, ‘nine 
times’ *éveFautc, etc., and *évéfa was, naturally, also used in 
compounds, cf. Mycenaean évefoneGat. In post-Mycenaean, but 
pre-Homeric, times all forms, except the basic évé*a, underwent 
syncopation so that the earlier forms gave way to &v Fatos *évFava- 
xovta évFéuic, a change in which compounds (e.g. é&vfaFetes, 
*2vF@pyutos) participated. The new contrast between évéfa and 
évFa— led to the creation of évwéfa. The only further, analogical 
and phonetic, change occurred in ‘go’ which either succumbed 
to the pressure of the ending —yxovt« spreading from mevryxovte 
or regularly developed (in Attic-Ionic, probably roth c. B.C.) 
into *évFav/xovva, which then assimilated to évfevhxovta. 

The reader will have noticed that so far we have avoided 
discussing the form siv&c. This omission was deliberate since 
the formation has been, and still is, strangely misunderstood, 
and requires a more detailed discussion. 

As is known, grammarians and lexicographers unanimously 
declare that civ&c is a collective, of the same type as, e.g., 9ex&c 2, 
In fact, Sommer goes so far as to say that siv&c was formed on 
the analogy of Sex%¢ at a time when the cardinal still had the 
alternating forms švfe— (before consonants) and *évfav— (before 
vowels) so that the original form was *év/«v-&c, which, after 
the loss of the digamma, became *eivavac (*évavéc) and was 
then reduced by haplology to eivac 3. 

A glance at the formations in —%ó— from numerals is apt 
to throw surprising light on these formations from the point of 
view of chronology and, more strikingly still, of meaning. The 


* It is indeed surprising that apparently no misgivings were aroused by 
the usual assumption that in composition a different form is used from the 
cardinal. The rule was lucidly summed up by Schwyzer: « Besondere Kompo- 
sitionsformen der Zahlen 5-10 und 20 gab es ursprünglich nicht». (GG, I, 591) 

2 Cf. Chantraine, Formation, 358; Schwyzer, GG, I, 596; Sommer, Zah/- 
wort, 26; LSJ, s.v. 

3 Zahlwort, 31. Schwyzer (GG, I, 591, 597) is less explicit about the de- 
tails but also regards the word as based on évFa-. 
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pre-Christian formations can be tabulated as follows *: 


EVAC ( = yov&c) ‘unit’, Plato 
Su * duality, dyad' 2, Plato + 
TOLKG 1) ‘ triad’, Ion 


2) ‘number three’, Plato 
3) ‘group of three days’, Theophrastus 
[4) ‘ third day’, Philo] 


TETEG I) ‘ the fourth day of the month’, Hesiod + 
2) ‘a space of four days’, Hippocrates (Prognosti- 
con 20) 


3) ‘number four’, Aristotle + 

4) ‘ the four quarters of the moon’, Theophrastus 
TEUTAG r) ‘fifth part’ (Molpus-inscription, 5th c.) 

2) ‘group of five’, Xenophon -+ 

3) ‘number five’, Plato + 


[reum o ‘count (by fives)’, Homer +] 
TEVTKC I) ‘number five’, Aristotle + 
2) ‘group of five’, Asclepiodotus (ist c.B.C.) + 
(Exc ‘number six’, Philo ++) 
&EaS—npyoc ‘leader of a body of six’, Xenophon 
EBSopds 1) ‘period of seven years’, Solon + 


2) ' period of seven days, week ', Hippocrates 
3) ‘a number of seven’, Antipater (?) 
[4) ‘number seven’, Philo] 


* See Buck-Petersen, /zdex 411 f. The sign + indicates that the word 
occurs after the author named. 

2 LSJ assert that the meaning in Plato is ‘the number two’ but this 
is untenable, cf. Phaedo, 101 c. — The adjective ovv9u&g (Euripides, cesis, 
473: svvdvddso¢g &A6xov) is not based on the abstract-collective 9u&c (Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 5973) but on the numeral odvdvo with the individualizing feminine suf- 
fix —¿ç. The gradual evolution of otvdvo from phrases in which ovv went with 
the verb into the unified numeral, in the end with a distributive force, is well 
illustrated by the passages in which it first occurs: X., 10,224 — Hymn. Ven., 
74 — Pindar, Pyth., 3,81. The currency of otvdvo is shown by the fact that 
it is the basis of the verb ovvdudCecdat, especially frequent in the sexual sense, 
and imitated by Latin combinare (see Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.4, 71). 

3 Schwyzer (GG, I, 597) regards this as very early because of the Ho- 
meric name Rëääoc ((E-?) but this is very unlikely, see Sommer, Zahiwort, 
rg’. Add. 
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Ge ° period of seven days’, Aristotle 
Ox TG ‘number eight’, Aristotle 
(óy3o&c 1) ‘number eight’, Plutarch 

2) ‘group of eight’, ZG, 3, 1308) 
civac ‘ninth day of the month’, Hesiod 
(évveng I) ‘group of nine’, Theocritus +) 
SEXAG 1) ‘company of ten’ Homer + 


2) ‘number ten’, Archytas, Aristotle 
(3) ‘ tithe’, Hesychius) 


EVOENKC ‘the number eleven’, Plato -+ 

Sadexcke ‘group of twelve’, Plato 

eix& 1) ‘ 20th day of the month’, Hesiod + 
(2) ‘ division of a tribe’, Hesychius) 

TPLAXĂG 1) ‘30th day of the month’, Hesiod + 
2) ‘group of thirty’, Aeschylus + 

Tecoupaxovtas ‘period of 40 days’, Hippocrates 


mevtyxovtes 1) ' body of fifty’, Sophocles 
(2) ‘number 50’, Philo) 


EENKOVTAC ‘6oth part’, Strabo 

EXATOVTKS ? ' (group of) hundred’, Herodotus + 
AE ‘(group of) thousand’, Aeschylus -+- 
[Lupita * ‘(group of) 10,000’, Simonides + 


This list clearly shows that most of the collectives emerge 
in the 5th and 4th centuries B.C., partly because of the increased 
needs of economic life and military activities, partly as a result of 
the growth of philosophical thinking. Cp. év&c 9u&c "pd mevtag 
šËZç Émvkg Óxvkg Evdexko Oc0Ex&c TEOCOAPAXOVTAG TEVTYXOVTÝG Exa- 
tovckc yas uopukc. A few more appear much later, although 
chance may have a part in this; cp. 9Y89oXc éweds &Enxovtác. 
This leaves us with a small group of seven numeral derivatives 
in —&ç of an earlier date: tetpd&c, mec, épOouc, etvdc, Oexdc, 
cbx&c, vptcx&c. Of these only exs can claim Indo-European 


r These numerals hardly differ from the ordinary cardinals, except that 
they can easily be inflected, especially &xcrovv&c as compared with indeclinable 
éxatév. At Herodotus 7,184, the phrase éxatovtddes 8& xal 9ex&c is simply 
610, just as ytAuX8ec érté before is 7,000. 
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descent: it is the substantivized variant of IE *Ze&gpz ‘ ten’ 
which in Greek became a Z-stem feminine. It was the immediate 
model of the purely Greek innovation neurás which, as is shown 
by its form (—x%&ç even where the cardinal is mévte), was coined 
before the merger of the original labiovelars with one of the three 
remaining stop-series; if, as seems to be the case, this process had 
already begun in Mycenaean times, the formation of *penk”ad- 
is of Late Mycenaean origin, not later than the 13th c. B.C.*. All 
the other abstract-collectives are based on these two forms, the 
corner-stones of that mathematico-philosophical edifice wich is 
still part of our heritage. Hence the part played in our vocabu- 
lary by dyad triad pentad hexad heptad, etc. f 

Even more important is however the fact that the group is 
not, as one is led to believe, semantically homogeneous. Most of 
the terms, especially those that appear from the 5th c. B.C., are, 
to be sure, true abstract-collective nouns. Credit for the coinage 
of abstracts should perhaps in part go to the pre-Socratic phi- 
losophers but by and large it is not by chance that they turn 
up in Plato for the first time. Such terms as 'duality, the 
idea of two-ness' naturally fit in with, and are required by, 
the theory of ideas. At the same time we must not lose sight of 
the fact that these abstracts could also be used in other spheres 
of life, especially in the military terminology, as collectives. That 
šËzç appears in Philo for the first time is due to the incomple- 
teness of our information. But Xenophon's é$4S9apyoc proves the 
existence of éčáç in the meaning ‘group of six’, just as the ex- 
istence of reuz&c in Late Mycenaean times is proved not only by 
the shape of the word but by the verbal derivative nepraģw which 
appears once in Homer; the meaning of the verb also implies that 
the early neurs was a collective, ‘a group of five’. This is even 
clearer in the case of 9ex&c which from the beginning had the 


* I have discussed these points in my Numerals, pp. 30, 104 f., 107 f. 
Frisk (GEW, I, 360) is wide off the mark when he says that 3&x&c is a « grie- 
chische Neubildung ». Sommer clearly stated (Zahiwort, 18 f., esp. 20) that 
9ex&9— was the only inherited collective-abstract, after which mepm«x8— was 
formed, and then, at varying times, the rest. At «Münchener Studien zur 
Sprachwissenschaft», 4, 1954, 2, Sommer (whom Frisk quotes as if he sup- 
ported his view) merely states that the x of Šgx%ç is from m. 
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meaning ‘group of ten’. The noun éf9ouXc; would also seem to 
be an early collective; its formation is rather unexpected and will 
be discussed later on. 

But no abstract-collective meaning can be discovered in the 
remaining representatives of the early group of seven: terp&c sivas 
glx&ç vpwx&c are, when they first appear and a long time after, 
used only to denote the days of the month, the 4th, oth, 20th 
and 3oth respectively. Since the gap between this type and the 
general use of feminine ordinals (with ġuépæ understood or ex- 
pressed) at first sight seems unbridgeable, we must ask whether 
they really can be identical with the abstract-collective type that, 
as we have seen, spread from the single prototype Sexdc. 

In order not to conduct the investigation zz vacuo it will be 
necessary briefly to survey the actual usage of these words. All 
four appear for the first time in Hesiod’s "Epy« xal jnugeat, whose 
last section gives very detailed instructions for almost all the 
days of the month. The days mentioned (with the number of the 
line in brackets) are as follows ': 


rst Év (770) 11th s8exakTy (774,776) 
rath 8vwd_xaTy (774,776,791) 
13th TperoxadexdTy (780) 
4th TETPåG (770,798,809, I4th *e*pàc péoon (794) 24th "e*pàs qUívovvoc 
819) (798,820) 
rerépcn (800) 
5th TéunT (802-3) 
6th (À npótn) Éxvn (785) 16th Berg péoon (782) 


oth Säit (770) 17th psson EBdouaty (805) 
Sth oy8e0arn (772,790) 
oth every (772) 19th 29th 
(xpwttom) siv&c (811) eiv&c *j uoo" (810) TPLOELVASAR  uyvós 
(814) 
Toth Sexe (794) 20th einks Iueréi, 792) — 30th Texas (766) 


uev. eixcda (820) 


1 On Hesiod’s days see Kubitschek, Grundriss der antiken Zeitrechnung, 
1928, 171 £.; « RE», 16, 1933, 47. M. L. West, «CQ» 55, 1961, 140, argues that 
Hesiod's wet’ elxdda (820) is the twenty-first. 
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The phrase tetas: tH mpotépy also occurs in the Hymn to 
Hermes (l. 19); it is the day on which Hermes was born. 
Hesiod's month, like the month of later times", is divided 
into three decads ? within which forward counting was used. Apart 
from a special case (vn) the days are indicated by the ordinal in 
the feminine agreeing with 7juépx running from rst to 10th. Hence 
Gong can indicate the ‘sixth’ (with Tcv or totapévou ‘added if 
precision is desired), the ‘ sixteenth’ (with wécoy added), and the 
26th’ would also be Bern, with q9ívovroc added. The system 
of ordinals is broken through at some points. The ‘fourth’ is 
tete&s (6 times, but once also the ‘regular’ teret); the ‘ ninth’ 
elv&c (with siv&c 3 wéoon for the ‘nineteenth’, and TQtoetw&c for 
the * 20th ', but once also šv&%m); and similar special names are 
employed to denote the ‘20th’ and ‘30th’ 3 
At Athens we find a slightly different system^. In the 
chancery style of the inscriptions the names of the days are 
down to the last decade of the 4th c. B.C. as follows.: 


Ist vouunvia Tith svdexary 21st Sexkty Qivoyvoc 
and Seuvépa totauévou rath Swdexary 22nd (21sf)* evarn 5 
3rd “ol » 13th zët Emil Séxa 23rd (22nd) byd6y ` 
gth TETS » T4th TETEG  » 24th (23rd) Bäi > 
5th TÉTTN » T5th níumTQn » 25th (24th) ern » 
6th Becca » 16th ern 26th (25th) mus » 


7 I can see no evidence of a threefold division in Homer in the passages 
quoted at «RE» 16, 1933, 46, i.e. MZ., 6, 174.217. Nor has the reference to six 
days’ rowing or feasting (« RE», 16, 47) any bearing on the calendar. 

? In Hesiod’s calendar the threefold division breaks down in the range 
IIth-13th, where we have évdexadtyn, Svwdexdtn, teetoxadexctyn. These terms 
seem to be a survival of an earlier system in which the month was divided into 
two parts, the central position being taken by the full moon. 

3 See also (with additional but less frequent special names), « RE», ro, 
Toto, 1571-2. 

4 For the Athenian system, cf. Kubitschek, o.c., 165 f., 171 f; «RE», 
16, 1933, 49f.; but above all, B.D. Meritt, ZZe Athenian year, 1961, Ch. III: 
The Count of Days (38 f., the table of days p. 45). 

5 The second column applies to ‘hollow’ months. 
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ath šBƏóum lov«pévou I7th EBdouy £r Sena 27th (26th) TETPAG odivovtoc 


Sth aysoy > 8th óv060n  » 28th (27th) "plum > 
oth evan » Toth every » 29th (28th) Sevtépx — 
roth Sexe » 20th eixoory, 30th (29th) — Sun xal vég! 


As can be seen, at Athens Hesiod's TQtcx&c is replaced by 
Evy xal véa 2, elvés (Att. *évko) by the simple ordinal évéty, and 
in the chancery style of the Classical period even six&g gives 
way to the ordinary sixosth. We know of course from the literary 
texts that six&c was in use even at Athens, and in the Hellenistic 
period, in fact as early as 334/3 B.C., Her  eix&9«c replaces the 
Classical q9ívovvoc?, It is also attested by elxadiotat, the epi- 
theton of the Epicureans because they commemorated the death 
of their founder on the 20th Gamelion t, and, before, by Eixadete, 
a body which met on, and celebrated, the twentieth, and even 
invented a heros eponymos Eixadevc 5. 

But for the ‘fourth’, Athens always clung to the old and 
peculiar word tetp%¢. Its peculiarity, its deviation from the norm, 
is strikingly illustrated by Strepsiades' musings in Aristophanes ' 
Clouds: 

1131 TÉUTTN, TETpÁG, vplvr, PET TaUTHY Seutépa, 

1134 &090c uerà TavUTyV Bod Evy re xal vég. 


r The fact that the Athenian calendar employs backward counting in the 
third decad is irrelevant from our point of view and will be ignored. 

2 [t is not without interest that 7pt«x&c continues in use at Halus (7G., 
IX/2, 107,3: "OuoAotoo tpraxédt) and Phalanna (Zézd. 1229,6: uewe... teaxads 
Lech, both in Thessaly and the 2nd c. B.C.; at Akraiphia in Boeotia (ZG, VII, 
2712,69: Tò eixddog wéypt tptaxddoc), Ist c. A.D.; along the Asiatic coast in 
Cos (Dittenberger, .Sy//oge?, 1023,25, ca. 200 B.C.; 1012,10, 2nd/1st c. B.C.), 
at Miletus (286,10, ca. 330 B.C.), at Samus (976,60, 2nd c. B.C), and Ery- 
thrae (1014, 159). It is even probable that there is an example of it in Attica 
(ZG, I°, 845,2) where the restoration of «pwx&àt seems almost certain. 

3 Cf. Kubitschek, o.c., 172; Meritt, o. c., 38.40.46,6.51.58 f. The change 
almost naturally resulted in confusion: the old backward counting lives side by 
side with the forward counting appropriate to the fix point uer eixddac. 

4 Athenaeus, 298 d. 

5 See ZG, II, 609, 4-5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 20 (324/3 B.C.); 784 z, 12 (late 
fourth c.); 1098,2 (4th c.); Eix«9s0g: 609,3. Cf. Wilamowitz, Aristoteles und 
Athen, II, 1893, 136, 18177; Der Glaube der Hellenen, 2, 1932, 3681; Frankel, 
Nom. ag. Il, 17. 
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The preceding and following days are all named by ordinals, 
but the ‘fourth’ has a special form. In the inscriptions, too, 
Tevpkc laotauévov, "ep Eni dSéxa, tetpX%¢ pdivovtosg are the only 
forms used; Tett% is never found", 

It is important to insist that at Athens only tetp&> and since, 
or, rather, sixáðss survived. For some scholars are inclined to 
assume that a similar term was in use for the ‘tenth’. The 
direct evidence is nil. But, they argue, a dexdc, ‘ the tenth of 
the month’ is implied in the term 9exaótovaí ‘a group of people 
who celebrate the tenth day of the month'?. For the date it is 
important that, if Wilhelm's emendation is correct, the term 
appears in Theophrastus’ Characters (27,11), roughly about 300 BC: 
As to the formation, the word has been compared with Hixadstc 
mentioned above: « vergleichbar sind die abgesehen vom Endsuffix 
ebenso gebildeten und eine ähnliche Funktion ausübenden eixa- 
etc... Auch das mit eixadetc ebenfalls im suffixalen Teile harmonis- 
ierende Sexadedc existiert »*. But Sexadebc, whether in the sense 
° one of a decury ' (Xenophon, Cyvupaedia, 2, 2, 30), or ‘ chairman 
of a board of ten’ (ZG, IV, 748, 21; mid-fourth c. B.C.) is a clear 
derivative of 9exXc ‘a group of ten'5; unlike etxadeic, which 
is based on the well-attested calendar-term slix&c, the term dSexa- 
cotat would accordingly be based on a term àgx&ç ‘the tenth 
of the month' which is nowhere attested. We can, indeed we 
must, go a step further and state that ‘the tenth’ was always 
and throughout the Greek world Sexéty (Sexat&) only. It follows 
therefore that a term denoting ' people who celebrate the tenth' 
could only be Sexatistat. The attested Sexadiotat is not based 
on a non-existent 9ex&c * the tenth’, but reshaped from Sexatiotat 
under the influence of eixadiotat, and especially teteadiorat 


* See Meritt, oc, 46,3; 46,5; 47,7. 

? See JG, II?, 2701,8 = Dittenberger, .Sy//oge?, 824,8 (Athens); XI/4, 
1227 (Delos). A 8ex&c ‘ the tenth day of the month’ is deduced by Schwyzer 
GG, Y, 5967. 

3 Wilhelm, Archäologische und Epigraphische Mitteilungen, 17, 1894, 45 f. 
For the dating of the Characters see Regenbogen, « RE y, Suppl. 7, 1940, 1510 f. 

4 Frankel, Nom. ag., II, 71, apparently accepted by Frisk, GEW, I, 359. 

5 Frankel thinks that the comparison of cixadedc with dexadede is valid, 
although he realizes that the meaning of the latter is quite different. 
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‘young people who met to make merry on the fourth of the 
month''. Nor is Sexatiotat a mere postulate; it occurs in a 
Bithynian inscription ?^, and is matched by évatiotaé ‘ members 
of a religious guild ' of Delos’. In addition to the analogical pres- 
sure exerted by erpaäoral and elxadiotat we should note that 
Gewaan was also exposed to dissimilatory pressure favouring 
“x—d-ot— rather than x-t-ot-, just as, conversely, the 3rd c. 
B.C. 9Sex&vapyoc, instead of  Xenophon's Sexddapyoc, shows 
avoidance of —d-x—d- +, 

If then 9exa9tovat has nothing to do with Sexé, it might 
be useful to remove one further victim from the powerful (and 
baneful) sphere of this collective. A well-known Attic verb, which 
casts rather unfavourable, though by no means surprising, light 
on the Athenian juror, is 9ex&Go ‘to bribe’. In form it is fairly 
close to 9ex&c, in fact, from the formal point of view, it would 
be most satisfactory if it were a derivative of Sexe. It causes 
no surprise to learn from the ancients that there was a statue of 
Lycus in front of the court of justice and so SexaGew meant * to 
enter in the decad (of Lycus), i.e. in the guild of bribable judges ' 5. 
But it is alarming to see that this fabrication, which explains 
nothing and clearly bears the stamp of desperate invention, can 
be taken seriously by modern etymologists . Now we know that 


* Alexis (258 Kock = Edmonds, II, 498), and later. Oddly enough this 
term is not mentioned by Fránkel in his copious lists. 

2 See « BCH », 24, 1900, 367 f.; cf. Chantraine, Formation, 318 f. Since 
LS / express reserve (‘ perhaps’) it should be stated here that there is hardly 
any doubt about the identification. The dexatiotat (also uova!) cannot be 
* collectors of tithe'. Note in particular tbat, like the inscriptions from Delos 
mentioned in the next footnote, this inscription is also dedicated to Sarapis 
and Isis; just as the évattotat there cannot be ‘collectors of the ninth’, so the 
Sexatiotat here cannot be ‘ collectors of the tithe’. 

3 IG, IX/4, 1228,2; 1229,2 (both early 2nd c. B.C.). 

4 Sommer, Zahlwort, 18", thinks that —— is due to éxatévtapyoc. But 
8exX&vapyoc (like Sexatoxvptoc) is an agricultural term (first in 3rd c. B.C.) 
and it is doubtful whether the éxatróvræpyoç (in the 2nd c. B.C.) could have 
influenced them; cf. Mayser, Grammatik der griech. Papyri aus der Ptolema- 
erzeit, I, 3, 1936?, 1533, 16226, 1631. 

5 See Eratosthenes ap. Harpocration., s.v. Zeien: Suda and Hesychius 
s. Aúxoo dexce; and cf. «RE», 13, 1927, 2398 f., where the difficulties are acknow- 
ledged, but 8ex&c as ‘Sippschaft’ is still retained. 

6 Cf. Frisk, GEW, I, 359, who regards it as a popular expression, and 
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an equally, if not more, frequent verb for bribery was Swpodoxew 
‘to accept gifts’, this time a clear compound of d@pov and the 
well-known verb Séxowa ‘to receive, accept’, which in Attic 
became déyouat, but the old from, retained by the other dialects, 
still survives in Soxéw, mavdoxetov, doxdc, etc.*. Our dexdlw is 
therefore a clear deverbative formation from ðéyouat, formed 
at a time when the latter still had the old form 93éxopow. The 
only question is how the factitive meaning of SexéC is to be 
explained. One possibility is that Séxopat acquired a mere by- 
form Bexäiouat, (cf. dxoóc ; dxoudLouat, otéve ` otevato, uluvo: 
wudo, vo ` Gurzäfo, xónTo : xuTTéGw 7), perhaps with a 
frequentative nuance, which in such constructions as Bexdiechat 
Ónó tvog ‘ receive gifts at someone's hand, be bribed by someone’ 
came to acquire a passive sense and thus made it possible to form 
the active and transitive Šgx&Çe ‘make accept (gifts), bribe’. 
Alternatively, we can point to such factitives as byi4Gw ‘make 
sound, heal’, vooé@w ‘make ill’3, which make it possible to 
assume that 9£xec9ot acquired as a factitive counterpart SexaCew. 
A further example is cixéQw ‘make similar’ from eixévot ‘be like’. 
The formation, that is the use of the suffix Zen, not en, would 
be even easier to understand‘ if we could regard as established 
the verb 3ex&o whose infinitive ðex&v apparently occurs in the 
earliest Attic inscription’; SexéGw would bear the same relation 


also admits that the verb is completely isolated in the group of 8exéc. It is 
quite clear that the story about Aóxou 8ex&g is spun out of Gewdäieo which 
could no longer be attached to dSéyouat and seemed to belong with šex&ç. 

* See Frisk, GEW, I, 373. 

2 On these ‘ expanded’ forms see Schwyzer, GG, I, 706, 735. — I now see 
that this explanation of 9ex&Go was already suggested by Curtius, Grundzüge 
der griech. Etymologie, 18795, 507; cf. also Osthoff, Zur Geschichte des Perfects 
im Indogermanischen, 1884, 302; Wackernagel, < Glotta », 7, 1916, 293. An in- 
teresting semantic parallel is offered by Russ. rédat’ ‘grab, seize; take bribes’, 
xapuga ‘ bribe-taker’; and vzjátka ‘ bribe’, vzjátočnik ° bribe-taker ' from vzjať 
‘to take’. 

3 On these see Debrunner, Griechische Wortbildungslehre, 1917, 123. Add. 

4 The use of —&5o is in order in any case, since originally —£Ço is dever- 
bative, -(G@ denominative; cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 734, 735. 

š ZG, I? 919 (Dipylon-vase). But see now L. H. Jeffery, Zhe local scripts 
of Archaic Greece, 1961, 68. 401. Add. 
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to 9ex&o as does yano to &y«xáo, S«uáto to Oxuko, etc. t, 
One thing is certain, ógx&Çe has nothing to do with Sexac 2, 

It appears then that in the early group we have two semantic- 
ally distinct classes: 9ex&c and meurés are clear collectives, while 
Tevp&g sivas sind cptxx&c are not; from the context in which 
they are used it would seem to follow that they were regarded 
as equivalent to the feminine ordinals used for the other days of 
the month. 

This essential difference within the early group is generally 
over-looked ? but it did not escape Sommer's notice. He thought, 
however, that the dichotomy was not difficult to understand since 
the collectives «gelegentliche semantische Beziehungen zu den 
Ordinalia dort zeigen, wo sie den Endtermin einer aus mehreren 
Einheiten bestehenden Zeitstrecke bezeichnen; wobei ich vor 
allem den Typus six&c * der 20. Tag des Monats' (mit weiteren 
Konsequenzen) im Auge habe»*. But when it comes to showing 
« wie es dazu kommen kann, dass bei den Kollektiva ein Grund- 
zahlbegriff mit einem ordinalen zusammengerát > (2022.), the proof 
does not materialize. To be sure, Sommer does refer to Skt. 
ekastakd ‘the first week’5, but this has nothing to do with collec- 


r Although the phrasing is far from clear, this may be also Schwyzer’s 
view, GG, I, 735. 

2 A minor problem is Cyrenaean Sexatog ‘one condemned to forfeit one 
tenth of his property’. Kretschmer’s view (< Glotta», 18, 1930, 212; accepted 
by Buck, «Classical Philology», 41, 1946, 134) that it is from dexa(tev)tdc, 
and the alternative, shortening from 8exa(vo)vóc (verbal adjective of Sexatde), 
are recorded by Frisk, GEW, 1, 359. But this kind of haplological shortening 
is impossible. Since the fine is àex&cvà, the man condemned to it was ðexatätóg 
which was reduced, by haplology, to Bexloc)ëréc: Sexa&tég was clearly differen- 
tiated from Béx&voc. This explanation was suggested to, and published by, 
my former pupil, Dr. Kathleen M. Forbes in her Ph. D. Thesis on « The Greek 
dialect of Cyrene », 1959 (pp. 117, 257); a copy is to be found in the University 
of London Library. 

3 Cf., e.g., Schwyzer’s treatment, GG, I, 596 f.: the collectives in —&G can 
denote a group but also the number, but then, quite unexpectedly (5967), 
8ex&g is taken as ‘ the tenth of the month’; cp. also Frisk, (GEW, I, 519) on 
sivac, and Chantraine, Formation, 358. 

4 Zahlwort, 20 (= 19?) One would have liked to know what the further 
consequences were; one can think of «ptxx&c, but this would be only one ‘con- 
sequence ’. 

5 Zahlwort, 8', 20 (= 197), and, earlier, Nominalkomposita, 1948, 46°. 
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tives; all it shows is that in some, very special, cases the cardinal can 
step in for the ordinal. In the case of ekdstakd it is quite clear 
that ‘ the first week’ originated in counting ‘week one’, ‘ week 
two’, etc. But this is no different from the use of unus for ‘ first’ 
in Christian Latin, and similar cases elsewhere*. We might assume 
that six&ç ‘ the 20th day’ developed from the cardinal — if this 
were possible phonetically, and especially ‘morphologically, i.e. if 
we found other places in the Greek system in which the cardinal 
functioned as the ordinal; there is however no trace of such usage. 
But the collectives cannot account for the use of six&c and other 
terms as ordinals. 

Equally unsatisfactory is the formal analysis of the terms 
in question. As we have seen above, only dexé¢ is an inherited 
form, which was followed by *5ez£"as at an early date, probably 
in late Mycenaean times. The formative principle — from the 
Greek point of view — is clear: the cardinal 9x« forms the collec- 
tive Sexad—, hence *senk’e forms *$en£"-ad-, with omission of 
the final vowel of *5ez£"e. If a collective was formed from ‘9’ 
in Late Mycenaean when it still had the form &ve/«, that could 
naturally only follow the model of Séxa: 3ex&c, with *éve/&c as 
the result, which, after the syncope, would have appeared as 
*évFac. At no time was it possible to form a collective *eivavac, 
or earlier *év/av&c, as is suggested by Sommer?. Even if there 
had been an inherited *exwy, that could not have behaved 
differently from inherited * dekm(¢). If the term was coined when 
*dekmt still had a syllabic zz, the result was *enwnyt (later *švFaó—); 
if only when the syllabic m had already become «, and so the 
actual forms were 9Sé£xa|9£x&8-, *évFa-, the result could not be 
other than *évfod—. 

Likewise unacceptable is the explanation of éBdoué¢ as based 
on an early prevocalic variant šBóu— of the cardinal ‘7’, with 
addition of the ending of Sexad-. It is simply not true that 
*éBou40— as an analogical formation on the model of 3ex&3— is 


* See the material presented by Wackernagel-Debrunner, Ai. Gr., IIT, 339 
Even catur—bhagd— ‘a quarter’, Sata~bhagd~ ‘a hundredth’ (ibid. 338) must 
be interpreted differently ` catur—bhdga— was ‘consisting of four parts’ and the 
development is the same as in dvi—bhdga- etc., ibid. 411. 

2 Zahlwort, 31. 
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in order*. If we examine contemporary systems, we must again 
assume either that éf3(o)u«9— was formed when IE *deZm | dehmt, 
and so also *septm, still had a syllabic m, in which case only 
*septmt— (later £xv&9—) could be the outcome, or that the term 
was coined when the Greek terms had already reached the stage 
Séxa /Sexa3— and nt, in which case the new term could only 
appear as $rTÀÓ-. At no stage is it possible for the speaker to 
interpret the interrelation of déxa | 8ex&3— (or *dehm | dekmt-) in 
a way which could lead to *sepim-mź or *extp—xd—/ *EBS(0)u—axd— 2, 

But the very notion that Greek ever possessed a variant 
*éBó(o)u of the cardinal énté (or *éntm?, *septm) is untenable. 
It originated in the desire to prove that é®douyxovta was not 
formed from the ordinal EBóopos, but from the cardinal ‘7’ 3. 
But this still does not justify the assumption of a cardinal *šBó(o)u- 
As I have shown elsewhere *, the voicing occurred in the transi- 
tion from IE *segzgi£onz to *extpa%xovt— where zç followed by H 
gave Bòu so that the result was *éBóp.3xovt—; a further consequence 
was the change of regular *Érvapoc (from IE *septmmos) to šB9o- 
Loc, followed by *éfSpxxovv- > &gOouXxovi-, without the car- 
dinal énté being ever affected. 

The view that various Greek forms contain the alleged variant 
*šBƏ(o)u. must be abandoned 5. The osuvóc Sëäouorérac of Aeschy- 
lus (Septem contra Thebas 800) is not only unique, the poet's 
personal creation, but it cannot have been modelled on compounds 
with a cardinal *šBƏou, 5 (or even the more familiar ér*4) for the 
simple reason that there are no compounds of —&vyénc | —nyéeTnS 


t Sommer, Zahlwort, 20. 

2 Sommer himself seems to have qualms about his *éf3ux9— since he 
goes out of his way to stress its possibility (Zak/wort, 20). 

3 Cf. Sommer, Zahiwort, 23: «der mich zu meiner Untersuchung über- 
haupt veranlasst hat: éBðouhxovta ». The next sentence is to be welcomed: 
«Ich würde, was folgt (i.e. interpretation of éBdounxovta as ‘seven decads ?), 
auch ohne die Existenz von éfOóopXc und Genossen vertreten ». 

4 Numerals, 6 f., where it is also shown (cp. also 109 f.) that Slav sedma 
does not represent an IE *seédmos but simply a Slavic voicing of *sezzo— from 
IE *sepimo-. 

5 Sommer, Zahlwort, 10 f. Happily, Sommer himself disproves (7 f.) the 
interpretation of &B3éuatg as equal to Erté at Aesch., Septem contra Thebas, 125 
(and, allegedly, elsewhere in the play). 

6 This is Sommer's view, Zahlwort, 14. 
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either with ‘7’ or with any other number. There are, as is well- 
known, such time-honoured compounds as A&ayévac (now attested 
as Mycenaean vawaketa), xovnyétng (Myc. kunaketa), etc., but 
*ror-nyétac, *mevrüyévac (or *meum-?), *Sexayétag (or *Sexnt—KyE- 
tac, Sexxd—?), etc, do not exist'. It is therefore unavailing 
to surmise that, although éfóopeyévac is his «persönliche, stoff- 
lich bedingte Prägung », Aeschylus could not have coined it unless 
there had been models with *šBóou— ‘seven’, which, ‘for us’, are 
not attested among the compounds?. For any Greek, from the 
time of Homer, only nta | ént- was available for composition; 
if proof were needed, it is supplied by Sappho's Émcopóvutot, the 
earliest example of compounds with ‘7’. That applies to Aeschy- 
lus, too. If, nevertheless, he coined éBdopayétac, he formed it 
with £f9ouoc, not ‘seven’. To some, it might seem more logical 
to have a “leader of the seven’. But would it really be more 
logical to have Apollo described as the leader of the attackers? 
Is he not meant to be on the side of the defenders? In that case 
surely the poet himself insists that šBóou— be taken as the ordinal: 
he had disposed of the other six gates in the previous line (xaA@c 
Bye. và TAcicT èv BE voAOUXoi), and now he describes the fate 
of the seventh which Zug 'AxóAXcw ierg, It is quite clear that 
Apollon cannot be described as the 'leader of the seven', all 
hostile to the city, whereas, as a result of Apollo's intervention, 
the city is now safe, although the king perished (815: mOAW ušv 
c0 xp&ocoucay). Sommer's interpretation? is therefore unaccep- 
table both on grounds of subject-matter and because šBóou— is 
inconceivable as a form of the cardinal in Aeschylus’ time and, 
in all probability, ever before and after. Since, on the other hand, 
a determinative relation with the ordinal, of the door—knob type 
(case-determinative), i.e. ‘leader of the seventh (champion)' or 
‘leader of the seventh (day?) ', is impossible *, the only remaining 


* For a list of compounds with —yyétn¢g (—xyévüc), see Buck-Petersen, 
Index, 548; Chantraine, Etudes sur le vocabulaire grec, 1956, 88 f. — When the 
need for ‘leader of five’ etc. arose, it was met by neunráðæpyog etc. 

2 Sommer, Zahlwort, 14. 

3 Of which he said (ZaAAvor/, 13): «Es gibt für &pBBopoyérac nur eine 
Deutung »; (14) « Führer der Sieben ». 

4 Sommer has effectively disposed of all the other ‘ possibilities’, especi- 
ally of the view favoured by the scholia that éBdouneyéta¢ describes Apollo as the 


132 Loss of e or o 

possibility is an attributive relation. In other words, the compound 
is ventured as a short-hand form of £fS3epoc &yér«c, with ayétac 
(instead of the more familiar &yóc) extracted from A«ytvac, otpa- 
tayétaç, etc. There is no need to insist at length on the ap- 
propriateness of this analysis in the context. The messenger has 
just mentioned that all six gates had been successfully defended 
by peerless mpoot%tat, Now he adds that the seventh gate was 
chosen by the osuvóe Efdopayétac, i.e. the seventh, awe-inspiring, 
leader, Lord Apollo himself. 

This type of compound is perhaps more frequent in Indian 
where it is known under the special name karmadhdraya; cf. 
candra-mis— ‘bright moon’ (i.e. simply ' moon °), mahddhana- 
‘great booty’, Arsna—Sakuni—‘ black bird = raven’, etc.*. Never- 
theless, the type exists in Greek, too”. Early examples are Hom. 


KaxotAtog = xax) "Inoc, d&xpdrodig = pp mOAI¢3, Gpoyéewv = 
Quoc Yépov, "Eteéxpytes = Gren Kp vec, Hesiod’s aAuxtémedas 


= Auxvai néða, Alcman's Aivómaptc = aivdc Uéëpc etc. Even 
if we accept the view that this type is rather infrequent in the 
early history of Greek (and Indian)‘, the fact remains that it 


god born on the 7th day of the month. The compound éSdouayéta¢ simply 
cannot bear the meaning ‘leader of the seventh (day)', because a phrase Sp. 
ddéuyy Geet (or d|Yeicot?) is impossible, see Sommer, 12? s. fn. But he goes too far 
in his criticism when, in order to safeguard the priority of éfSopxyérac, he 
denies (11°, 14") that éBSopyevrts ‘ born on the seventh (day) ' was a real cult- 
term. The &, which, according to Sommer (117), reveals that it is a transforma- 
tion of éBSouxyévac, merely shows that the term is not Attic-Ionic; in other 
respects, éBðouæyevýs is as good as Homeric IluXwyev/s aldpnyevne, etc., cf. 
Solmsen, Untersuchungen zur griech. Laut- und Verslehre, 1901, 27 f. Of earlier, 
inconclusive, discussions of éBdouwyétac, I note Frankel, Vom. ag., I, 60; Björck, 
Alpha impurum, 144 f.; Chantraine Etudes sur le vocabulaire grec, 1956, 88. 

r Cf. Wackernagel, 42. Gr., II, 1, 1905, 253; Nachträge (by Debrunner), 
1957, 73; Burrow, The Sanskrit language, 1955, 209 f. 

2 See Debrunner, Griech. Wortbildungstehre, 1917, 44 f.; Frisk, Zum Typus 
áxgó—toAc in den idg. Sprachen, «IF», 52, 1934, 282-296; Schwyzer, GG, I, 
429, 453; Risch, Griechische Determinativkomposita (« IF», 59, 1944-1949, 1-61. 
245-294), 20 f., 55 f., 261f. 

3 Risch's suggestion («IF», 59, 20) that, instead of being from &xpa móňg, 
&xpónoAuw is a blend of &xpomóXog «hochragend » and zóMç, seems to me no 
improvement: &xpomóAog itself is in need of explanation, since 7éAona. would 
give « hochgehend », cf. mepimodog, &uqpiroAoc etc. 

4 See Frisk, Schwyzer, Risch. But note Burrow’s view that the type 
is old and its increasing use is merely a revival of an old mode of expression. 
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is precisely with tragedy that it assumes increasing proportions, 
so that even old expressions which had been used in a different 
sense (as bahuvrihis, for instance) began to be reinterpreted in 
this way'. The adjective xaAAlmatc is used by Aeschylus (Agam. 
762: xiras TÓTAoc), but Euripides turns it into a noun: 
lIepoéqaoce xarrtrarg Bed (Orestes 964) *. Sophocles’ &ptovópaxvete 
is ğptotog vtis (Philoctetes 1338)? and “aAAtroAtg (preceded by 
Homer's KeXAxoAóovr) becomes the name of several cities +. 
Pindar uses veóxoAtG as a noun ‘new city’ (Paean. 2,28), and. 
Aeschylus! vgózçoÀuç (Hum. 687) is probably also a noun with 
an attribute 5, the same as the later Ne&zxoXte, though more poetic. 
The early 5th century produces OspuórvA«. instead of the simple 
Hóras 6, 

Particularly important are, from our point of view, the karma- 
dhéraya with ordinals. The Indian ZrZzya—-savazazn ° third pressing 
(of the soma)’ is matched by Greek tprtomatopes (Cyrenaean 
rptcoatdrepec), which, although first attested in Aristotle, is 
obviously much older 7. The fifth, or the fourth century witnessed 
the appearance of the triad mpwtaywvotng sSevtepxyoviorys 
teitaywviotys $ Aeschylus himself uses mpwtouavtts (Eum. 2) 
in the sense of rgo u&vrtc. It is in accord with this tendency 
and his own practice that he should have ventured to coin šBŠoua- 
Y5*«c in the sense of EBðopoc &yétas. For the use in this composi- 
tional type of a noun not used independently (-wyéta¢) a good 
prose parallel is provided by mpwtootétyg ‘man of the first 


* On the liberties taken by the tragedians, see Williger’s work quoted in 
the next footnote, and Risch 269 f. 

2 Risch 55. On Plato’s xaddrtrada Daidpov (Phaedr. 261 a) see Williger, 
Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu den Komposita der griechischen Dichter des 5. 
Jahrhunderts, 1928, 3 (= 27). 

3 Debrunner 44". 

* Risch 263. 

5 Risch 261. On Pindar see also S.L. Radt, Pindars 2. und 6. Paian, 
Amsterdam 1958, 33 f., and his translation (p. 22): « Eine junge Gemeinde 
bin ich >. 

6 Risch 267. 

7 Risch 17; Hemberg, « Eranos», 52, 1954, 172 f; A. Sacconi, < Parola 
del Passato >, 72, 1960, 170 f. 

8 Risch’s « verbale Rektionskomposita > (l. c., 42 f.) is just as impossible 
for this period as his interpretation of mowtéuovtic (273), see the text further on. 
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rank’ used by Thucydides and Xenophon". Aeschylus’ phrase, 
tag Ó Époóuxc 6 oguvoç EBdounyéeTaAG, is devised to keep the audience 
in suspense: ‘as to the seventh gate — it is the seventh leader, 
the venerable... ' Only the last adjective prepares for something 
supernatural which comes at the beginning of the next line: &v«& 
` AxÓAAXOY ?, 

Although I believe that EBðopayétas was intended by Aeschy- 
Jus as a poetic, and metrically convenient, variant of a more prosaic 
£89ouoc &yóc, I should point out that Aeschylean practice makes 
possible one further interpretation. Aeschylus coined 9éowog 
‘god of wine’ (fr. 382) and mot&vop ‘shepherd of men’ (Pers. 
241), representing Dep: otvou and "zou avdpdv respectively ?. 
It is just possible therefore that éBðopayétas was also meant as 
£B3opuoc *&yet&y, ‘ the seventh of the leaders’, which, semantic- 
ally, does not differ from £póouoc &yéxac. 

The main result however remains: éßðou-— in our word is not 
‘seven’ but ‘seventh’. 

No more convincing is the interpretation of the numeral 
adverb éB8ouéxic as being a more archaic variant of entanne 4. 
The chronology itself is against it. The word is found once, in 
Callimachus’ Hymn to Delus (251), where it is said that the swans, 
Apollo’s sacred birds, 


250 Mybdvov Ilaxtwddv ExuxaAm@oavto Awróvtec 
EBSoudxic zept AÑAov... 


3 


‘left Maeonian Pactolus and circled seven times round Delus ... 
The adverb éB8ou&xtc, says Sommer, «ist für die alte Zeit in 


* Risch 281. 

2 'T. G. Tucker (The Seven against Thebes of Aeschylus, 1908, 163) comes 
very close to my interpretation. He thinks that the preceding metaphor of the 
ship of state may be continued in this line and é@doucyétag may refer to an 
officer who ‘commanded seven’. But his formal analysis, EBdopadeyétag redu- 
ced to éB3o0u.%y— is impossible. The latest commentary by H. J. Rose (4 commen- 
tary on the surviving plays of Aeschylus, Z, Amsterdam 1957, 229) merely repeats 
the ancient view. 

3 Cf. Williger 6°; Schwyzer, GG, I, 451°; O. Hoffmann, «Glotta», 28, 1939, 
41; Björck, Alpha impurum, 118, 335. 

d Sommer, Zahlwort, 17. 
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Ordnung, als jüngeres Produkt wäre es monstrés»*. But the 
fact is that before Callimachus only émt&xtc is found *, and it is 
preceded by Homeric Bed: eivdxrc tetpdxtc, all normal forms 
from the only known form of the cardinal, in the case of 
tetpaxic from the ‘shorter’ form?. Once again it is plain that, 
if, as Sommer rightly says (21), 9exéxi; was the leader-word, 
there was no time at which a éfou—xtc could have been formed 
from ért. It is quite clear that Callimachus! éPdopaxte is a 
nonce-form, and it is not impossible that the venture was encou- 
raged by the Septem. In it Aeschylus came perilously near to 
using the ordinal SBäotuoc almost as if it were a substitute for the 
cardinal, It is not only the modern scholar’s fate to succumb to 
this temptation at line 125 at least: 


9opuccoig cayate núas EBdduatc 
TPOGLGTAVTAL TAAW AKYOVTES. 


With the statement that the leaders (in the plural!) were appro- 
aching mUAatg šBóóuouc, Aeschylus certainly courted the danger 
of being misunderstood *. It is possible that Callimachus also 
fell a prey to this misunderstanding. But it would be placing 
excessive faith in the detectability of verbal allusions to say that 
Callimachus imitates not only the use of šBŠšou— as ‘seven’ but 
also the verb xvxAovovda. which occurs in the Septem a few lines 
earlier (121). For the Alexandrians it is, on the whole, much 
more likely that Homer was the ultimate source of their linguistic 
liberties 5. The plural of the phrase ç Sexdtovg meprteAAopévouc 
éviautouc LU. 8,404 = 418) certainly suggests, at first hearing, 
that the ordinal is used instead of the cardinal. That later, or 
late, generations did misunderstand it in this way is proved by 


r: Zahhwort, 21. 

2 Cf. Hipponax 11, 2 (Diehl? I 3, 1952, 84); Pindar, Olymp., 13,40; Hero- 
dotus 2,43; Aristophanes, Lysistrata, 698. 

3 On eivéuic, from *év(e)Fa—xig (not *évFav—dxtc, Sommer 31), see our 
discussion above, p. 115 f. 

^ See, e.g., Schwyzer, GG, I, 592*, and Sommer's convincing discussion, 
Zahlwort, 7-10, where another example (listed in ZSJ} is also removed. 

5 On Callimachus! relation to Homer, see Herter, « RE», Suppl., 5, 1931, 
447 f. 
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Christodoros' váta dvedyxato Mobcoic:. From here, it is only 
a short step to go on to coin éBdoudxtg as a by-form of &nv&xtc, 
which was no doubt received by the other Alexandrians in the 
spirit in which it was hazarded. 

The last example, claimed for a variant šBŠou— of the cardinal, 
namely the abstract-collective éf3ou&c?, is on a different footing 
altogether. First of all, it would seem to occur much earlier, in 
fact before the regular £rv&c. The first recorded instance in extant 
literature is in Solon's poem on the ten seven-year periods in man's 
life (Diehl I 33, p. 38 £), followed, for us, by Aristotle: TOv motntav 
muer... oi petpodvtes talc ÉBOoukct (Politics 1335633), oi Y&p 
tats EBdoudor Statpodvtes tag TOux(«c (1336540), and the Placita 
philosophorum where x«v& thy mpatTyvy šBóouzów and mepl thy 
Seutépav éßðouáðæ are obviously used as well-known and well- 
established stages in man’s life š. 

However, this chronological picture is probably to be modi- 
fied. There can be no doubt that the meaning of éf9ouc is * unit 
of seven' and that in these passages the reference is to years. 
But we must doubt whether the first occurrence is rightly ascribed 
to Solon. The word occurs twice in a poem on man's life which 
is viewed as consisting of ten seven-year stages. The poem is 
recorded by Philo (De opificio mundi 104), Clemens Alexandrinus 
(Szromateis 6,144) and other, later, sources, and is generally given 
as Solon's. From Porson to Usener many scholars had disputed 
its authenticity, mainly on the grounds that three scores and ten, 
the limit of man's life envisaged in the poem, is at variance with 
Solon's ‘reply ' to Mimnermos in which eighty years is desired as 
the length of life (22,4 Diehl). Wilamowitz, quite rightly, rejected 
this argument and declared that, as the poem was ascribed to 
Solon, it would remain his *. Bowra also admits: ‘It is a strange 
poem, simple and a little prosaic’. ‘ But — he continues — that 
is no argument against its authenticity... The best argument 
for authenticity is not the good evidence which says that the 


t ELbhrasis (= Anthologia Palatina, Bk. II) 380, preserved only in the 
Planudea; cp. Sommer, Zahlwort, 8, 10. 

2 Sommer, Zahlwort, 16, 20 f. 

3 H. Diels, Doxographi Graeci, 1929?, p. 400 (IV 11, 4) and 435 (V 23, 1). 

4 Wilamowitz, Aristoteles und Athen, II, 1893, 314-5. 
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poem is Solon's, but precisely this attempt to see an ordered 
pattern in life'*. However, not every reader will agree with the 
last sentence. ' This tenfold division is very rare, and the poet 
evidently found great difficulty in working it out: cf. vv. 13-14, 
where he is unable to distinguish between the seventh and eighth 
hebdomads; the fourth and fifth are naturally one period, so too 
the ninth and tenth'?. The fact is that the conception of ten 
seven-year stages is not only difficult and extremely rare 3, it does 
not fit into the mental climate of the early sixth century. This 
is very clear from Schadewaldt's careful analysis of the back- 
ground ^, and from the fact that Solon’s alleged ten-stage concep- 
tion is completely ignored for six centuries. The poem is first 
attributed to Solon by Philo. It is quite arbitrary to suggest that 
Aristotle's TOv mowmtöv tive¢ refers to Solon?, when the all- 
important point, the concept of ten stages, is not even mentioned 
by him (ll. cc). On the other hand, the seven-year stages become 
quite common in the fifth century and this is obviously the time 
when a ' more logical! thinker could be led on to reconcile the 
widely held 70-year limit with seven-year periods. Our poem 
is the product of the same speculations as the ‘ Hippocratic’ 
zept éBðou&ðwv é Its attribution to Solon was probably prompted 
by the fact that in Herodotus' report of the conversation between 
Solon and Croesus (I 32) the former states: Ze yap šBƏ9ouYxovre 
Brea odpov THe Cons avOParm rporl9mut. 


* Bowra, Early Greek Elegists, 1938, 101. Note also Lesky’s statement: 
this elegy «scheint sich in unser Bild des Mannes zunáchst nicht ohne weiteres 
einzufügen » (Geschichte der griech. Literatur, 120). 

2 T. Hudson-Williams, Early Greek Elegy, 1926, 129. 

3 Hudson-Williams, o.c., 130. On the general problem, see F. Boll’s 
important article « Die Lebensalter » (Kleine Schriften zur Sternkunde des Alter- 
tums, 1950, 156-224, reprinted from «Neue Jahrbücher», 31, 1913, 89-146), 
181 f., esp. 186. Boll accepts authenticity but does not really examine the prob- 
lems involved, nor does Kranz, «GGN », 1938, 146. But they do show up the 
difference with the ‘ Hippocratic’ Ilept ÉBðoudðwv, on whose date see Boll 
224 (not earlier than 450 BC Kranz 137 (=time of Leet Statrye). 

4 Schadewaldt, «Die Antike», 9, 1933, 282 f., esp. 299. 

5 Cf. Hudson-Williams, oc, 130. 

6 Cf. Aly, «RE», 3A, 1927, 954 (s.v. Solon), and Boll, «RE», 7, 1912, 
2555 (s.v. Hebdomas) on the influence of seven-day periods on seven-month 
and seven-year cycles. 
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This general argument against the authenticity of the poem 

is, to my mind, clinched by certain grammatical observations 

which do not seem to have been noticed so far. The relevant 

parts of the poem are as follows: 


as 4 af ° A x D e 5 f 
naig èv &vvBoc av Zç, vimoc Épxoc ërem 
2 qUcac éuBarrAer me@tov év Ent’ ëteow. 
uc 8 Etépoug Ste ën veAÉoy 9eóc ENT éviautove, 
A *üxc sxpatver onuata Yuyvoušvrs. 
cH Cpteérg 8& yéverov d&eEouevwy Ett otov 
6 Aayvodtar, xpos &v9oc &pustBouévnc. 
TH 9& TeTKETH næs TIC sv EBSoUKdL LEY’ KpLOTOG 
3 t e 5 f fd > y 3 > ~ 
8 Log, hy T &vdpes gefuer Eyouc pethe. 
13 émta& 8$ voUv xai yA@oouy £v éfSoukctw éy Zptozoc 
óxTO T '&ugotépov tEcoupa xal déx’ ETN. 


Lines 1-2 describe the first period of seven years, 3-4 the second. 
Both couplets clearly state the length: éxt’ teow and nT vau- 
tous respectively. Then with an unexpected switch the poet 
continues: ^] Tpttty. We have not been prepared for this conti- 
nuation, there was no mention of ‘ stage’ or ‘ period’, or ‘ heptad ’. 
It is only in the next sentence, two lines further on, that we get 
ép3op.A0t for +ñ 9& tetéetn, The language is so singularly gauche 
that only a beginner can be credited with 1t, a conclusion confirmed 
by the repetition (for want of something more striking) in line 
8 of ohuata of line 4. The next two couplets describe the vue) 
and fern hebdomads, and since the word was used in line 7, they 
would seem to be in order. But with the seventh and eighth stages 
— where péy’ &ptot0¢ of line 7 is repeated and the two stages are 
fused — we get complete grammatical chaos. Instead of speaking 
of the seventh and eighth hebdomads, the poet, if he still deserves 
this name, speaks of ént ¿Bðoudðecs xto te, The use of the 
cardinal suggesting 7X7 — 49 and 8X7 — 56 years, but certainly 
not the periods 43-49 and 50-56, is so singularly inept, especially 
as it comes after the regular tpwtaty... éxty and is followed by 
évatn, Sexkty, that one is at a loss what to think of the accomplish- 
ments of the writer. Finally, as has been observed by others, he 
imitates in line 17 the epic phrase (4Gy¢) txeto uérpov (77. 11,225, 
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etc.) but adds xat (xatd wétpov Dog, with which the phrase 
becomes impossible, since “xadixvetodat is not used in the sense 
required. 

It is to be hoped that these linguistic observations will con- 
vince even the most ardent traditionalist that this ‘ poem’ cannot 
be regarded as Solon’s work. At the earliest, it was ‘ composed ’ 
in the fifth century, but may well be later. 

From our point of view, the result is that Boug can no longer 
be held to be attested for the early sixth century, long before the 
‘regular’ érvác, It is quite possibly even younger than the latter. 

However, even if the time-lag between &f9ouXc and éentac 
is very much reduced or practically eliminated, the problem. of 
formation still remains. How can the collective ' unit of seven ' 
be based on the ordinal, and not, as is the case with all other 
numerals, on the cardinal? To be quite precise, there is one furtber 
collective which seems to be based on the ordinal, Grëng, One 
might even think that this held the key to the problem. If a col- 
lective of the type Sex%¢ was to be formed from x70, it could 
only take shape as *óxvao-&c, with the full ‘ending’ Ae added. 
This would naturally have been shortened to *Óxco&c, which, 
since the cardinal always had o, would have been nearer to the 
ordinal öyðooc, so that *àx%o%ç would have been reshaped to 
oy9o&c, with ég9ouXc following in its wake. 

Unfortunately, this ‘easy’ explanation is rather improbable. 
The collective 9Y90&c appears at the beginning of our era, while 
óxTkc is found in Aristotle’. Moreover, it is very unlikely that 
the need for ‘ octad ' made itself felt before the creation of ‘ heptad ’. 
All our evidence — usage in early literature, myth, etc. — goes to 
show that in comparison with 7, $ was of practically no impor- 
tance. But it is also established that, from about the time of the 
Odyssey (8th c), Near Eastern influence greatly contributed to 
the importance of 7?. A term for the ‘ seven-day period’ became 
necessary from at least the fifth century B.C. The important 


t Sommer, Zahlwort, 16. 

2 Cp. G. Germain’s recent work, Homère et la mystique des nombres (Paris 
1954), esp. 36, 47, 63, 65; also Kranz, € GGN », 1938, 149 (: « Die Sieben... ist 
Orientalin. Schon im 8. Jh., wenn nicht früher, ...über die ionische Küste 
nach Griechenland gedrungen ni. 
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point was the seventh day itself, so critical in many situations 
of everyday life*. The terminal word éf96ux became the basis 
of the whole period, &g3op&c ‘week’, which reinterpreted as 
‘ period of seven’ came to be used also in the sense of ‘period of 
seven (years) '?. The use of éDOóou&c in the sense of a time-unit 
was so well established that when the need arose for an abstract 
‘unit of seven’ the old formative principle produced émt&e, first 
found in Aristotle (Hist. anim. 55345)?. 

This lengthy, but unavoidable, examination of words that 
at first sight seem to contain a cardinal éfóou-, has shown that, 
with the exception of £B9ouixovca, all are formed with the ordinal. 
From our point of view it is even more important to stress the 
semantic aspect of the questions discussed: of the early group 
of seven numeral formations in -&c, three (8ex&c, meprac, šBƏo- 
was) are only used ad collectives, they are never employed as 
terms of the calendar, i.e. for the days of the month. 

On the other hand, the remaining four members of the early 
group, i.e. TETPKS, &v&c, cinkc, vpuxx&c, are first used as calendar- 
terms in competition with the other terms found in the calendar, 
namely ordinals: tetpd¢ siv&g sbx&c are paralleled by TETAPTN, 
vát and sixooth. Since the collective formation, as is shown 
by the true representatives of this type (Sexd¢ mspum&c), cannot 
account for this usage, we must conclude that the calendar-terms 
are only in appearance identical with the collective type, in fact 
they are modified forms of the ordinals. 

The structure of the calendar, whether early (Hesiod) or 
classical (Attic and others), clearly demands that each day be 
designated by the ordinal indicating its place within the larger 
unit. The ‘fourth’ was therefore, in early times, tetpata 4, 


* Cf. Boll, « RE», 7, 1912, 2555. 

2 This is the same development as is seen in Hebrew sa66a0 which, from 
‘day of rest’ (the seventh day), evolved the meaning ‘week’ (Gk. a&pfcva/—ov, 
Lat. sabbatalsabbatum). The agreement with sa@bda‘ ‘week’, from Seda‘ ‘seven’ 
is even closer, so that one might ask whether the calendar-concept of the week, 
taken over from the Semitic world, influenced the Greek linguistic form, too. 

3 The meaning is simply a ‘ heptad (of days)’, not ‘a week’. 

4 The original form of the ordinal was tétpatog from *2£et(w)stos, 
cf. Szemerényi, Mumerals, 2087, 93. The later form tétaptos is reshaped after 
TÉTTApEG, etc. 
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the ‘ninth’ évfat%. The attested variants tetp and évF&g 
must therefore be based on tete&te and évFata, and this means 
that they are shortened from *tetpaté&¢ and *évFav&c. This inesca- 
pable conclusion calls for comment on two points. First, the short- 
ening. It is due to the tendency to avoid the repetition' of two 
syllables of more or less identical shape*. Haplology, to use this 
inadequate term, is clearest when the sequence is identical and 
immediate: “ÓAoyoç from *&uAoAoyoc, &nowa from  *&mo—rmowa 
(cf. &xó—totc), etc. A different type of dissimilation is illustrated 
by MédavSo¢ from *MeM(av—-)avðoc, Boeot. wndatas from *u(q-)2- 
A&txc. But the consonants, especially stops, need not be iden- 
tical; in other words, dissimilation of stops takes place even when 
they are merely members of the same articulatory set (e.g. 7—9-, 
79-8). Cp. Laconian &umatc from Gpotmatc?, oluzour from 
Zoe Bo zoue (cp. ocxtuBó6c, exu Báo), vyàtrous from *vnAtporous 3. 
A particularly interesting case is TeTpXyuov from Teted(dem)yuov. 
The dissimilation seen in ox:u(fo)ro3— and vevp«(83px)y pov accounts 
for the loss in *tete(at)ad— *évF(at)ad— +. 

The second point concerns the formation, i.e. the enlargement 
of the feminines vevpaT& Gufocë with the suffix —x9—5, | As is 
known, the suffix often has no easily recognizable function; Thus 
Hom. teAew&¢ does not seem to differ from the simple néAeu. 
The suffix is often a mere substitute for feminine —&; cf. movi 
Atso%c, and note Aeschylus, Suppl. 794: Moc&s... xpeuàç | yurids 
métpax. In the case of &ppoA&c the derivative is, perhaps, more 





— 


* Cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 262 f.; Grammont, Traité de phonétique, 19565, 331 f. 

2 LSJ, s. gumayëgç refer to ġuotra but this is not recorded. 

3 This word, found at Sophocles, O.C., 349; Apollonius Rhodius, III 646; 
Theocritus, IV 56, prompted the schola of Theocritus to invent a word 
nowhere attested: Jup yàp to Ómóómue., The compound obviously refers to 
anointment after a bath, and the negative indicates its absence, and so ‘ rough 
living’; only by implication may it suggest that the person is ‘ barefooted’. 
For vqAtpo-, cf. &v'jAtpoc. 

4 The dissimilation would be easier still if at the time these terms were 
coined the later suffix —xd— still had (in some cases?) the form —er— (cf. 8exa8— 
from *dehmt—); *cretpatar— *évFarar— would naturally lead to *retpat— *étvFar—, 
with later transformation into tetpad— évFad—. An important case-form: would 
be the instrumental *Z"e£ra£-at-2Ai, inviting reduction to *k”etratphi. 

5 For the following, see Chantraine, Formation, 351 f.; Schwyzer, GG, I, 
507 f. 
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concrete than the base-word &vx(loX. But in Homeric Aecux&c 
nét (Od. 24,11) the suffix simply individualizes: there may be 
other méteat which can be described as Aeuxaí, but Aeux&c singles 
out this particular one and sets it apart. Similarly, the feminine 
of qoiBóc is qotB/ but Doás is a particular being recognized 
as qotD/;7. It seems therefore clear that in changing tetp&t& to 
*tetpat&s the speakers wished to individualize it, to set it apart 
from other things that could be described as ' fourth’; the same 
applies of course to *évFavác from évfata, 

But this explanation does not at first sight seem applicable 
to the other two terms, sixXc and page For if these days, 
too, were originally designated by the ordinals cixooth and teta- 
xooTf, the individualizing forms  *elxoovác  TptexooTkc could 
hardly have been reduced to ginge «pt«x&c. The assumption that 
tpLaxostas was dissimilated to tpixxoc&s and this, by haplology, 
reduced to tetax(oo)é¢ is, perhaps, not impossible, but not very 
probable either. A further observation is apt to stress the com- 
plexity of the matter, but perhaps also to point to a different 
solution. The original form of the ordinals in question was not as 
quoted above but (&)Ftxaoecv& tpr&xaot% (from inherited *ewzbint-£2 
*tri(a)kmt—t@), forms that survive in the Western Greek dialects as 
well as in Boeotian. It is difficult not to follow one’s impression 
that Hesiod's eix&c vQuxx&c represent the mutilated forms of the 
early cixaot& tpaxaot rather than the individualizing variants °. 


r The suffix —& then performs the same role for the feminines as —ov is 
generally recognized to play for masculines, cf. odpavieves : obp&ytot, LerpdBev : 
otpaBec; etc. (see Schwyzer, GG, I, 487; K. Hoffmann, «Münchener Studien 
zur Sprachwissenschaft », 6, 1955, 35-40). 

2 Schwyzer's view (GG, I, 597) that (e)ixé¢ is «im Grunde Nebenform 
von (s)txatt» is rightly rejected by Frisk, GEW, I, 453, but his own solution, 
that sbxkg is formed after 9ex&g vpuokeg, Is no more acceptable as it ignores 
the difference in function between S3ex&g on the one hand, and eix&g vow 
on the other, and fails to explain «ptx&c itself. The later collective terms 
cixdc tetaxds are of course modelled on exs, but the process is again not very 
simple, at least it is not likely that etxoot was simply reduced to eix— to which 
to add the ending of (Sex)&¢. Much more likely is that in the dialects where 
we find Fuc/ hix&c this resulted from *Fıxat—að— being reduced by haplo- 
logy to Fıxað— as has been assumed above for tete(ar)ad— evF(at}ad~-, while 
in the others, if the coinage is later than the change ~ti > —et, &Ftxoot (or 
éFixnow?) gave gFtxoakc, again reduced to eix&c. In either case (ejixáç seems 
the immediate model of tpraxde. 
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The question is whether the ‘ mutilation ' is probable, or possible. 
Although ‘ mutilation’ has recently been assumed in several 
cases *, we should, I think, treat this ' principle' warily. I should 
rather be inclined to postulate collocations in which the final 
part could be taken with the next word. For instance, a phrase 
like (&)fixactowo umvoç (genitive of time)? could be interpreted 
as (2)Fixag toto umvóç at a time when the article was well under 
way, or even when To- still functioned as a full demonstrative. 

Although the emergence of sixa¢ and ^puwx&c out of, and 
instead of, the earlier cixaot% ptXxaoTà is still not very clear, 
there can be little doubt that the explanation must be sought 
along these lines, and not in the facile assumption of a collective 
that does not even begin to explain actual usage. 

It would be unprofitable to speculate why exactly these four 
dates were singled out for the special treatment just examined. 
For some of them, the answer would seem to be pretty clear. The 
3oth, the last day of the month was of obvious importance, and 
not only in the days of Strepsiades. The 20th would also seem 
to be a clear landmark in a calendar in which the next day ushers 
in the last decad. For the other two dates it 1s more difficult 
to find cogent reasons. 

Itis more important to note why other dates did not commend 
themselves for similar treatment. A variant *ógx&ç of Sexary 
was ruled out by the firmly established collective use of 9ex&c. 
A form *neunt-ás would, in this form, offer no advantages over 
méumty, and a reducation to vec, if possible at all phonetically, 
would have collided with the collective. From ‘ eight’, the form 
*òyðo—-áç would have been possible but no more handy than 


* Frisk thinks (GEW, 1, 113) that avrnpic has a suffix —18— with < Ver- 
stümmelung des Verbalstammes», as in éyxMc éurte or, harsher still, éyxplc 
from éyxepavwupt. But hardly any of these examples will stand rigorous scru- 
tiny. It is quite clear that dvtyplc is simply &vt—ņpıð— with compositional 
lengthening and nil-grade of épetSw, on a par with the early ÉmwAuc from éx— 
nrvd—. If éyxplic is really from £yxspávvout, it must be from *éyxp(av)-48—, 
with the haplological dissimilation of «t-1d—, i.e. £-Z, mentioned in the text, 
and, more surprising and difficult, with loss of the long vowel. But éyxAlg is 
not ‘mutilated’: it is simply éy—xAt-t~, transformed into a d-stem. As to 
éunic, it would be simplest to regard it as *éuni(c), a root-noun, transformed 
in the same way as, e.g., the feminine —72 ( > —gls) was. 

2 That is (&)Ftxaororo (sc. &uatog?) wnvdc? 
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the simple Gräén: the same holds good for *ég8ousc. From ‘ six’, 
*É«TÀc would be no shorter than &ty, and a dissimilated *éx&c 
unrecognizable. The same disadvantages were manifestly against 
*covcác. 

Finally, it is worth pointing out that a last important term, 
of the formation just discussed, is &xoqp&c «dies nefastus». If 
it really belongs with (&ro)go&to *, the expected form was (juéea) 
aroppaoty, which could have been individualized as *&roqgpaocác. 
Its reduction to &xoop&c would then speak in favour of the deriv- 
ation of elude page from *elxaov&c *c«puxxacTkc, which other- 
wise would seem to be rather difficult. 

To sum up. The date-term siv&c; in Hesiod is not a collective 
of the type Sex%¢, Like the other similar terms of the calendar 
Crerpde elxac vpuxx&c) it stands for the normal ordinal and is 
indeed individualized from it by means of the suffix —«9—; the 
ordinal évfatog gave *evfatadS— which was reduced to évfad-, 
and the same reduction accounts for the other terms. If the 
individualized form was coined in Mycenaean times, then the 
original forms were évefatoc: *évefatad— and the latter was syn- 
copated to évfatad— at the same time as *évefautog *évefava- 
xovva évefFaxottot etc. 


3) The Homeric noun &gevog ‘riches, wealth’ appears in 
the compound adjective evngpevng ‘wealthy’ (ZZ. 11,427; 23,81), ? 
corroborated by the proper name Eùngévne? and the derivative verb 
sóngevéo ` be wealthy, prosperous’, found in an epic fragment 4. 
To these we may add the Thessalian proper names At—&pévy¢ 
ba Soëunc Tixgévnc. A further compound appears in Calli- 


r Chantraine (Formation, 351) declares the etymon obscure, although 
he regards connection with pp&ķw possible; Frisk (GEW, I, 125) is more firmly 
in favour. Strómberg's ‘ postverbal prefix contamination’ (Greek Prefix Stu- 
dies, « Göteborgs Högskolas Arsskrift », 1946/3, 39) from a root-noun (*ọp&ç?) 
is impossible. ` 

2 Although the manuscript tradition unanimously presents e0ynyevys at 
both places, this is an impossible formation from yévoc, so that the reading 
evnpevng reported by Aristophanes Byzantius for 77. 23,81, is rightly adopted 
by the editors. Cf. Bechtel, Zerz/., 143; Leumann, Hom. Wörter, 116 fn. 83; 
Frisk, GEW, I, 585, s. ednyevyc. 

3 On Thasos (7G, X11/8, 376, 14), cf. Bechtel, Hist. Personennamen, 1917, 90. 

4 POx., XV, 1794, 13 (unknown Alexandrian poet). 


Loss of e or o 145 





machus’ évygpevin ‘ affluence’ (Hymn. 1 84) which compresses 
in one word the Homeric phrase $u3óv &ovetóc (Od. 15,426), and 
is followed up by late imitators with fvngevis ‘ flowing with riches, 
abounding '*. Altered almost beyond recognition, the noun 
&pevoc is the basis of the Classical verb Smepnpavém. As Leumann 
has shown, the compound adjective *bmepnpevncg ‘exceedingly 
wealthy’ produced the verb *bzepygevéw, which, under the influence 
of compounds with -pavhs, became Srepypavéw, the basis of 
the back-formation brephpavos ?. 

The trisyllabic noun &gevog strangely contrasts with the 
adjective &Qvetóc ‘ rich, wealthy '. Since the latter is clearly derived 
from the former it is useless to state that the difference 1s due to 
ablaut?. The adjective is certainly not of Indo-European date, 
and if it was formed during the history of Greek — obviously 
not before Late Mycenaean times — the only stem it could be built 
on was &9eve(£)—- since even if the s-stems had ablaut in the stem 
or suffix or both in Indo-European, it had long been removed 
from the Greek inflexion. 

Moreover, the explanation, based on Indo-European ablaut- 
variations, implies that the word is of direct Indo- European descent. 
But today the various root-connections have lost their former 
appeal. Thus derivation* from *móA-en-es-, on the strength 
of Old Irish ¿zzzóed ‘abundance, riches, multitude’ (Celtic *zzéezo—) 
and OHG zzi ‘swarm of bees’ is structurally and semantically 
objectionable, and the same applies to the comparison with Skt. 
ambkas- ' power ' 5 or the wholly artificial construct *sm-g"Aenes— ? 


* Dionysios Periegetes (2nd c. A.D.) 337; Nonnos (5th c. A.D.), Diony- 
siaca, YO, 152. 

2 Leumann, Hom. Wörter, 116 fn. 83. 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 278. 

4 Lidén, Studien zur altindischen und vergleichenden Sprachgeschichte 
(« Skrifter utgifna af. K. Humanistiska Vetenskaps-Samfundet i Uppsala», 
VU, 1897), 72 f. Cf. also Boisacq 1099. The semantic gap is even greater if 
Tórnquist is right in deriving OHG zii from « Wolke, Gewólk » in Lat. imber 
etc. (« Studia Neophilologica », 17, 1945, 196 f.). 

5 Johansson «IF», 3, 1894, 241. Since the Sanskrit word is so far unex- 
plained (see Mayrhofer, EZym. Dict., I, 46), it is worth pointing out that it must 
be connected with ama- ‘impetuosity’, Avestan ama— ‘strength, power’. 

6 Advocated by, e.g., Bechtel, LexiZ, 78 f. Frankel, «Lexis», 3, 1952, 
61. But the combination qóvov atuaroc, (ZZ 16,162) cannot represent a dif- 
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where even the phonetic development is unacceptable. Direct 
equation of Xgevoc with Skt. apmas— ‘ possession '', although 
semantically quite attractive, is impossible phonetically because 
the form &oevoc is obviously earlier and the Greek form would be 
*&rvoc; the derivation is not improved by positing an IE *apsnos? 
since this still would not account for the vocalism of &gevoc (only 
for &qvoc) and the basis of the assumption, Lithu. afstas ‘ abun- 
dance °’, apstus ' rich’, is eliminated by the observation that these 
words are derived from the Lithuanian preposition ap(ze) ‘ around’ 
and *sz4— ‘stand’*. The Pelasgian source*, once fashionable, 
must be dismissed as devoid of all foundation: the appearance of 
Mycenaean has made the theory historically untenable. 
However, the likelihood of indirect descent from Indo-Euro- 
pean has increased by the emergence of Hitt. A4appinant- ' rich’ 
happinah— ‘make rich’, happines— ‘become rich ' 5. The base, 
of these words is to be identified with of— in Lat. ops, opes, opu- 
lentus. The Hittite forms are based on *oó-ez—, an adjectival 
derivative from *o?-, now attested by Hitt. kappin- (or thema- 
tized happina-), used in the dative happinz®. The adjectival 
character of appin- is also proved by the verbal derivatives 


_— 


ferent word from the ordinary qóvoc; see also Frisk, GEW, I, 586f. Structur- 
ally, a neuter *sy—g”henes— is likewise unacceptable: the compound could 
only function as an adjective. The value of the Aryan comparison (: Skt. ghana- 
‘swelling ’, g#ana— ' compact, firm, hard’, N Pers. dgandan ‘fill’, dganzs ‘ full?) 
is greatly reduced by the observation that the Persian group cannot derive 


from IE *eg"Zez—, it is from Iranian £az—; cf. Sogdian dkan— ‘fill’, and see, 


Henning, «Zeitschrift für Indologie und Iranistik », 9, 1933, 172; Gershevitch, 
A grammar of Manichaean Sogdian, 1954, 71; and especially Abajev, « Trudy 
Instituta Jazykoznanija », VI, 1956, 442 f. 

* Bréal, «MSL», 13, 1906, 382. 

? Pisani, « RIL», 73, 1940, 515. 

-3 Frankel, Corolla Linguistica — Festschrift F. Sommer, 1954, 34; Litauz- 

sches Etym. Wë, Y, 1955, IA. 

^ V. Georgiev, Vorgriechische Sprachwissenschaft, 1, 1941, 68, 73, 80; 
A.J. van Windekens, Le Pélasgigue, 1952, 74 f. Contributions à l'étude de lono- 
mastique pélasgique, 1954, 11, 39. Add. 

5 For the following interpretation see Szemerényi, «Glotta», 33, 1954, 
275 f., with further references. Add. 

6 «KUB», XXXIV, 23, I, 5, see Güterbock, « JCS», 10, 83; Laroche, 
ibid. 122; cf. Friedrich, Hethitisches Wörterbuch, r. Ergünzungsheft, 1957, 4; 
Kammenhuber, «Münchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft », 8, 1956, 53. Add. 
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happines— and happinah— since —es- and —aA—- form verbs from 
adjectives only*. Furthermore, happimant— presents the well- 
known variant in —g#£— found side by side with simple adjec- 
tives ?. It is also noteworthy that the adjective happinant- 
presents *open—ont-, the source of Latin opulent—, too, since *ope- 
nont- was dissimilated to *opelont-. Sanskrit apnas—- (= Avestan 
afnah— in afnah-vant— ‘rich in possessions’) is enlarged with the 
neuter suffix -es— from *open—, which is therefore reduced to 
*op-n—. These forms are of great importance for the interpretation 
of the Greek words. Their connection with Xqevoc is beyond any 
doubt. But IE *ogmes— cannot be the direct antecedent of Gk. 
&pevoc: neither the initial nor the middle vowel would be regular 
and 9 cannot continue an IE p either >. It seems therefore that 
&pevoc is a borrowing from another Indo-European group in which 
IE o became a. Hittite, or, to be more cautious, the Anatolian 
group fulfills this condition, and in view of Hitt. £appzza- there 
is no need to labour a historically unlikely Pelasgian source. 
Hittite —22— represents a voiceless sound and there are many 
examples showing the substitution of a Greek aspirate for the 
voiceless stop of the borrowed word *. 
Whether this etymon is true or not, the fact remains that 
&ovetóc, a derivative with —to— from &pevoc, lacks the middle 


* Cf. Sturtevant-Hahn, 4 compar. grammar of the Hittite language, 1951*, 
124, 126; Kronasser, Vergleichende Laut- und Formentehre des Hethitischen, 
1956, 174 f. 

? Cf. Kammenhuber, o.c., 51 f. The basic kappin- is not to be regarded 
as a heteroclitic variant of *Za54ar— in kappar- * price; purchase, commerce’, 
happardai— | happirdi—| haprãi-] happariya— ‘give, sell’, and happira— “city, 
community’ (Ivanov, « Vestnik istorii mirovoj kul’tury», 1, 1957, 44f.) since 
happin— is not a noun — as it would have to be if it were one form of a hete- 
roclite — but an adjective, obviously formed from *Za225-— which, though so 
far unattested in Hittite, is guaranteed by Latin of—. Add. 

3 The assumption of 'gémination expressive’ (Chantraine, Formation, 
420) cannot be justified and leaves the initial vowel unaccounted for. 

4 This problem will be discussed in a wider context. Benveniste (//i#- 
tite et indo-européen, 1962, 13) thinks that Hitt. kapin- cannot be equated 
with Skt. afmas— because this has a suffix —#es—; but he overlooks that (see 
« Glotta >, 33, 1954, 277) IE *opnes— is *0p—n—es-, based on *of-es- = Hitt. 
happin—. The suggestion that &pev(og) is to be equated with Lappin—, ignores 
this morphological point. Add. 
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vowel of the base-noun: instead of *&eve(c)-toc we find &qovetóc *. 
We must conclude that &qvetóc is reduced from the original 
&oevetóc, i.e. unaccented € was syncopated in this quadri-syllabic 
form between 9 and v?. The noun &qvoc, known from a Pindar- 
fragment only which is quoted in the Etymologicum genuinum 
and the Etymologicum Magnum ?, is obviously a conflation of 
&pevos and &qvetóc, that is a reshaping of &pevoc after the latter. 
The verbal forms “pve, cpviver’ AB e (Hesychius), and fuddv 
a&pvivovta. mAouToow (Suda) reflect the same tendency. 


4) The Homeric neuter noun &Ayoc, —oc ' pain, grief’ con- 
trasts with &Aeyewóc ‘causing pain, grievous; troublesome’. 
Since the latter derives from &Aeyso—vd-—c, the two words seem 
to present two different stems: éAyeo— and @Acyeo-. 

The stem &Aeysc— is also contained in Homeric Suo-yAcyis 
‘bringing bitter grief, cruel, ruthless’ (móAegoc, Ü&vavoc, ZZ 20, 
154 and Od. 22,325), in the adverb aryAeyéws ' without caring 
for anything, outright, bluntly’ (in the phrase uü0ov d. &rostro, 
Od. 1,373, and JI. 9,309 tov uü@ov &. anoetretv), in the negative 
vnàeyhs ‘reckless’ allegedly used by Alcman (26 Diehl, and 
vQAeyéoc Hesych.), together with the later variant+ &vņňeyńs 
‘unconcerned, reckless’ used by Quintus Smyrnaeus (76Acp0c : 
2,75; &vvAeyéoc ‘ruthlessly’, 2,414; cf. &vqAeyég ` &qpóvvtoov 
Hesych.), and finally in the Homeric ‘tavyAeyéog (Oavartoro) 


* On the derivation see Risch, Widg., 119. 

? Since it was suggested that &pevog is borrowed from Anatolia, it might 
be argued that &pvetdg could have been borrowed independently from a form 
with a different vowel-grade. But the fact is that an adjective *happiniya-, 
which might represent spoken *4257»2ya, does not exist, is, it seems, even unli- 
kely. — I am glad to see that the unfashionable assumption of syncope is made 
by Frisk also (GE W, I, 195); syncope was suggested by de Saussure, Mélanges 
Graux, 743. 

3 Pindar, frg. 219 Snell. It is worth noting that although the Etymolo- 
gicum Magnum assumes &ovoc, the only form it can quote is the dative &ver in 
Pindar; we must not conclude that there was a fully fledged paradigm of &pvoc. 

4 On the growth of privative &vr— etc., replacing earlier vy— etc., in post- 
Classical poetry, see Moorhouse, Studies in the Greek Negatives, 1959, 57 f., with 
Risch’s comments, «IF», 66, 1961, 313. The process started much earlier as 
is shown by Hom. &vfxeorog &vfpi9uoc which however are phonetic deve- 
lopments, i.e. the sandhi-variants nzé— etc. (not &v— + lengthened yxeotoc, 
Moorhouse 56); note Hom. &vóàvupoc ` vovug(v)os, and see below, p. 152. 
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' bringing long woe’ (ZZ. 8,70 = 22,210; OZ. 2,100 = 3,238 = 19,145 
= 24, 135; 11,171 = 398). 

The compunds in aere seem to reflect two meanings: 
' grief '.on the one hand, ‘care (for)? on the other. Since Groe 
denotes ‘ pain, grief’ only, the adjectives containing ‘care’ are 
obviously better linked with the verb “Aéyw which expresses the 
same notion. This would suggest the conclusion that an s—stem 
*&AcYoc, which survives in éAeyewóc and —AeY0ç ‘ grieved ’, 
was itself changed to &dyo¢ by Homeric times. The adjectives 
with -yàeyhs ‘ care’ on the other hand could be directly from the 
verb &Aévo, without a noun *éAeyos ‘care’ being necessary as their 
basis, and one might even wonder whether, contrary to appea- 
rances, *&Aeyoc ‘ pain’ and &Aéyw ‘care (for)’ are connected at all. 

It has indeed been argued recently that the two meanings 
cannot be reconciled, and we must face the question whether in 
fact the group with «care (for)» as its basic meaning should not 
be separated from the other. Seiler has maintained * that the mean- 
ing of äre is «in Rechnung setzen, mit etwas rechnen, beach- 
ten, berücksichtigen » which, occasionally, especially in negatived 
phrases, comes very near to ‘I do not care’ ~ ‘it does not hurt, 
trouble me’, cf. Zl. 11,389. But this point of contact is apt to 
throw into relief the incompatibility of the verb with “Ayo ‘ pain’ 
rather than to reduce the distance that separates them. Originally 
there was no connection between &Xyog and &Xéyo, The latter 
belongs with Lat. neglego, ré—ligio [sic], dtligo, and derives from 
*1—legó, where » represents the nil-grade of the preposition £v. 
The root */eg- in this group is not to be identified with that 
of Aévo?,. The primeval difference between the two roots seems 
proved by Albanian. The verb mbledh? ' collect, pick’ shows 
that YG, Jego derive from IE Sieg. while 2Zog(é?) ‘lazy’ points 
to a velar g in the group of dër, neglego. For Groe and its group 
Seiler had earlier suggested connection with Lat. algus, algere E 


* «KZ $, 75, I957, 8-11. 

2 This had of course been maintained before. Cf. Schulze, «KZ», 29, 
1888, 263 f. = KSchr. 358; Schwyzer, GG, I, 4335. 

3 I substitute the modern spelling for the old z4&é-/'eÓ etc. retained by 
Seiler from his source. Cf. L. Tamas, Albdn-magyar szótár (Fjalor shgif-Ahun- 
garisht), Budapest 1953. 

4 Seiler, Die primären griechischen Steigerungsformen, 1950, 85. 
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This interpretation of the facts can hardly be accepted. The 
separation of xeglego from, lego ' collect, pick up is untenable :. 
The formal argument is indecisive: the perfect zegZexz proves no 
more original difference from Zego (perf. /ég7) than the forms Zz/ex? 
intellext which are adequately accounted for by Sommer’s assump- 
tion of analogical influence from vespext?. Semantically, nxeglego 
is simply the negative of Zgo ? and the original meaning was ‘ not 
to pick up, not to pick out, leave aside, neglect’, just as dzligo 
meant ‘to pick out, cherish’ (and diligens ‘loving >> careful’). 
Albanian log is not ‘ neglectful’ but ‘lazy’ and so cannot be 
from an original ‘reckon’; it belongs with IE */egh- ‘ to lie’, 
cf. Lithu. pa-ligis < Bettlagerigkeit», R. legaka ‘lazy person’, 
Serb. legak ‘id.’, etc; p- is not the negative particle. 

But the main question concerns the Greek group itself. Is 
it really the case that &Xyo; and &Aéyw must be separated? In 
spite of the repeated statement that ‘grief’ and ' care’ cannot 
be reconciled *, we have such well-known instances as, e.g., English 
care (for, about) which certainly derives from Gmc. *kara ‘ lament, 
grief’; cf. Goth. kara, OSax kara «Leid, Kummer, Wehklage », 
OHG chara « Wehklage » and Goth. karon, gakaran « sich kümmern, 
sorgen >, OSax £arón € beklagen, betrauern >, OE cearian "care", 
The same development is seen in the transition from the noun 
trouble to the verb zo trouble. The equation is therefore seman- 
tically without difficulty. From the formal point of view Homeric 
&Aeyetvóc, which never has any other meaning but ‘causing 
pain, grievous’ (used of aiyuy, uy», elpectn), must be derived 


r Seiler is, of course, not the first to distinguish two roots. In fact there 
is a bewildering variety of views on this point. E.g., Hofmann advocates com- 
mon derivation of diligo, intellego, neglego, all to be separated from ¿ego (Walde- 
Hofmann, I, 352). Walde attaches zeg/ego and the participle ZZ/zgexes (!) to *leg— 
«sich worum kümmern» but leaves diligo intellego with *leg— «sammeln» 
(WP II, 422-3). 

2 Sommer, Handbuch?, 571. 

3 The derivation of negligo from *»e-giighó ~ Gk. yAXbyouat (Pisani, Geo- 
linguistica e indeuropeo, 1940, 363 f.; «RIL», 75, 1941-42, 271 £.; Manuale sto- 
rico della lingua latina, Il, 1948, 55) breaks down on the meaning and the pho- 
netics (—g#— does not give —g- between vowels, see Szemerényi, < Archivum 
Linguisticum », 4, 1952, 32. 40f.). 

* Seiler, « KZ >, 75, 9 bottom, ro bottom. 
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from *#Acyoc "pain, grief’. The problem therefore really is 
this: is the noun *&Aeyoc ‘ pain, grief’ semantically so far removed 
from &éyG that we must postulate two different, homophonous, 
roots éAey—-? And if so, does the homonymy go back to Indo- 
European, or is there another possibility of accounting for the 
facts? 

From what has been said above about Engl. care (for), trouble 
(about), it would seem that there is no need for postulating for 
Gären a different source from that of KAeyoc ' pain, grief ' ^. But 
even those who wish to separate dër must beware from setting 
up on the strength of this verb an IE */eg— «sich worum küm- 
mern». For, after the removal of the Latin verb «eg/ego and Alb. 
plog, only &éyo would remain to carry the burden of an IE Sieg ?. 
More positively, the varied usages of Ayo can easily accomodate 
the meanings ‘count among; heed, esteem’. It is enough to 
point to such phrases as £v 9 ñucec... Aéye xhrteow ‘he counted 
us among the seals’ (Od. 4,452), petà totow Zéi ‘I was 
counted among these’ (//. 3,188), or, much later, Aéyeodar èv 
Toig trmuetétorg ‘to be reckoned among the best horsemen’ 
(Xenophon, Oecon. 11, 20), to see that Pindar’s Iaiene te xal 
K&óuoc év totow adéyovtat (Of. 2,78; schol: &piüuoDvvot, cuYxa- 
taAcyovTat) ‘Peleus and Kadmos are counted of that com- 
pany’, or Alcman's otx yò Avxatcov £v xapotow ày “I 
do not count L. among the dead’ (fr. 1, 2 D), do not reveal a 
usage different from that of Aëre, For the ‘ other’ meanings of 
ayw 5, we can refer to the meanings of Adyos as listed in LSJ: 
‘computation, reckoning; esteem, consideration, value... '. This 


* I cannot understand the statement:(« KZ >, 75, o bottom) that « Ein 
formal sichtbares Produkt der nachträglichen Verknüpfung von &ňéyœ mit 
&Xyoc ist &AeYetwóc, bei Homer immer in dieser an &Aéyw anklingenden Form >. 
If &yog ‘ pain’ had a derivative &Xyswwóg ‘painful’, that could not be in- 
fluenced by &Xéyo, which is emphatically said to have had a different meaning. 
For this reason Frisk’s view (GEW, I, 66) is also unsatisfactory. 

2 Frisk (GEW, I, 67) defines the meaning of dA¢yw as « eigentlich ‘ Schmerz, 
Leid über etwas empfinden ! » and then concludes that dAéyw and &Ayos are to 
be united « wegen der übereinstimmenden Bedeutung» — a rather surprising 
argument. 

3 See Walde-Pokorny, II, 423 f. 

* Cf. Seiler's classification, « KZ », 75, 8. 
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means that, if we wish to separate &ħàtyœo from &Acyos, we have 
to connect it with Aéyw. But the former would not be a com- 
pound of the latter, i.e. IE *g—Zzggo, but simply a sandhi-variant 
of Aéyw: the inherited */egé would, after vowels, have remained 
*legd (Gk. Are), while after consonant clusters the variant *J/egó 
would have resulted in #¢yw. Comparable variants, with sub- 
sequent generalization, are &4éAYo from * nmelg—, but YAxy— from 
*Bray-, IE *mlg—'; avepiog from *ņnept— but vérodec from 
*nepot—?; &Acioo from *l/eip- but Aoc from *Uip—; a&parddvo 
from *mmld— but BA«S«póc from *mld-3. 

It appears then that the etymological connections of &Xéyo 
— together with the derivative aAcyiGw, &AXeyóvo — remain ambi- 
guous. If ‘reckoning, counting ' is regarded as the basic meaning, 
GAéyo is merely a sandhi-variant of Aéyo, If, on the other hand, 
formal identity is taken at face-value, &Aéyw will be regarded as 
the basis of *XÀeYoç, and its basic meaning will have been ‘ pain, 
grief, care, worry’. We can assert with greater confidence that) 
1) *éAeyoc and Aéyw are irreconcilable; 2) &Xyoc, Zog have 
nothing to do with Lat. aZgezre *. 

To return to our main problem, the difference between Zoe 
and its derivative &Aeyetwwóc. Since, as we have seen, secondary 
reshaping to &Aeyetvóc of a ‘regular’ &Ayewóc under the influence 


I Szemerényi, « KZ », 75, 1958, 170 f., esp. 1753. 

2 I agree with Frisk, GEW, I, 106, as against Schwyzer, GG, I, 433. 

3 Cp. Schwyzer, GG, I, 411. Note also ġvovvuog / vovoujoç etc., mentioned 
above, 1483. 

4 This equation (Seiler, Die primären griech. Steigerungsformen, 1950, 
85, but already before him L. Meyer, Handbuch der griech. Etymologie, Y, 1901, 
298; Schwyzer, GG, I, 512) is based on the observation that ftya¢ ‘ cold’ con- 
trasts with Gem «schlimmer». But this interpretation of jíytov ignores 
the all-important link between ‘cold-bad’, namely ‘something that makes 
shudder, terrible, horrible ’, a stage well represented by ëvyše, but completely 
absent from the group of &Xyoc. On the other hand, «schlimm(er)» is a wa- 
tered-down rendering of XXyiov which, in the Greek and for a Greek, always 
had the connotation of ‘ pain’. Particularly interesting is the fact, not men- 
tioned by Seiler, that the superlative &ytotoc, found once only at M. 23,655 
(the mule, ñ T ëääxlecn Saycoacdat), is used in the same way as &Acyetvdc at 
Il. 10,402—-3 = 17,77-8 (horses, of S’dAcyewol &v8pkov ye 9vrroict Saphpevat), 
which proves that &dAytotoc is from &AYoc in the sense “pain, trouble’, since 
&AeyYswvóg is acknowledged to have no other meaning but «schmerzlich >. 
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of éAéym must be ruled out, we must either assume a Greek change 
or regard the relation of &Ay— : «Acy— as of proethnic origin. Atten- 
tion to morphological patterns ought to have warned that the 
latter course was impracticable. Thus, e.g., a comparison of 
&ey-|&Xy— with &Xé5c ` éisch": is disingenuous since it by-passes 
the real difficulty; that an 2—stem noun should have the nil-grade 
of the stem is well-known, but for s-stems the point ought to 
have been proved first. The assumption that &Ay-/GAéyo reflect 
a difference of Indo-European date, i.e. *4/g-os and *alégo or, 
in laryngealist notation, */7,e/-g— and */7/-eg- °, merely transposes 
the problem into Indo-European symbols. If, as is assumed, the 
verb &Aéyo and the noun &AYoc are genetically connected, then 
the s-stem ought to be based on the verb and present the full- 
grade form found in the verb. Instead of *H,elgos we should 
therefore expect *H,legos which would give *éAeyoc. Besides, 
the Indo-Europeanizing interpretation ignores the fact that 
&AeYewóc does present the expected *ğňeyoç. It is therefore clear 
that by projecting &Ayoc into Indo-European, we introduce not 
merely a false pattern (*/Z#zlgos instead of *Zegos) but also a 
false word ?. We must also bear in mind that it is by no means 
certain that noun and verb are connected. 

Whether the noun goes back to the Indo-European period 
or not, the Greek data are sufficient to prove that its original 
form was &eyoc. If in Homer, and later, it appears as &Ayoc, the 
reason is that e, placed between Z and a stop, was syncopated 4. 
Since an accented e would not have been syncopated, we must 
assume that the shortening occurred in the form *éAeyoc which 
seems to have been frequent in such phrases as (Hom.) &Ayoc 
txdver Quuóv or ğàyoç fe péva. We must also take into account 
the verbal derivative &Ayéco, from *&Xyso—yo5, in which all forms 
of the present, the infinitive and the participle, had the accent 


t Frisk, GEW, I, 67. 

2 Boisacq 42; Benveniste, Origines, 152; Kurylowicz, Etudes indo-euro- 
péennes, I, 1935, 43. 

3 See on these twin dangers of comparative philology, Kurylowicz, « Vo- 
prosy jazykoznanija x, 1962/1, 31.36. 

4 See de Saussure, Mélanges Graux, 743. 

5 At « Glotta », 33, 1954, 241, I was wrong in insisting that, e.g., dryhoauc 
was a root-formation (&Ay—7-). 
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after the (original) second syllable: *&Acyetw,* &Aeysletc etc. would 
favour syncope to *éAyelw etc. The curious contrast between 
ayos and aAyéw (syncopated) but &Aeyewóc (unsyncopated) was 
soon eliminated by Hom. cAeyewóg being ousted by @AYetvóç, 
probably again by syncope rather than simple analogy of &Ayoc. 

As we saw at the beginning of this section, Hom, &Aeyewóc 
is matched by other words in which the stem &Aeyeo- appears. 
This is incontestable in the case of Svonàeceyhs (9év«cToc). «Der 
Tod, der nicht Rücksicht nimmt» mistakes the function of Svo— 
which is not = Lat. male «non» but malus, Engl. evil, ill. Homeric 
9ucrAsY fc is the same as the modernized 9ucaXy? ‘ very painful, 
cruel ' of Aeschylus (Agam. 1165) *. 

A more difficult problem is presented by Hom. tavyrnyéos. 
It is now usually regarded as corrupted from &vyAeyéog 2, but the 
attested &vqAeY?ic, äere ' unconcerned, reckless’ speak against 
this assumption rather than for it. If the original had been the 
clear &vrAeyfoc it is impossible to see how it could have been 
changed to tavyAeyéoc¢, which is not so clear?. If we accept the 
form as it stands ^, it can hardly be anything else but a compound 


* If one wanted to get rid of this ‘ troublesome’ form — and its compa- 
nion, cavgAeyYéoc — one could of course assume that an original AYCHAEFEOC 
was misread as -HAEDIEOC. The word(s) would then be derived from devout 
(AAéopon) ‘avoid’, and the meaning would be ‘hard to avoid, ineluctable’, 
almost identical with vcs from *ve-areFng (see «Glotta», 33, 1954, 242), 
the meaning desired by Leumann (Homerische Wörter, 45). For the displa- 
cement of the digamma one could refer to Pisani, « RhM », 17, 1954, 166 f. But 
the error should then have occurred in the written tradition since in the oral 
tradition a mispronunciation of F as T is impossible. On the other hand, Gould’s 
recent study («Transactions of the American Philol. Assoc.», 91, 1960, 272- 
291, esp. 280) has shown that there is no evidence for written F in the Ho- 
meric text. We must therefore accept Svondeyéog as a real form and the phi- 
lologist's task is to attempt to interpret it. 

2 First suggested by Blass, see Bechtel, « Hermes », 39, 1904, 155-6. Of 
more recent discussions, cf. Leumann, Hom. Wörter, 45; Seiler, «KZ», 75, 8. 

3 This is rightly stressed by Leumann, Hom. Worter, 45. 

^ One further way of avoiding it would be to divide the phrase of the 
Iliad, KHPETANHAETEOC, as xijp évavnAevéoc, with &vavóc attested by Hesy- 
chius! Zeouäc: ands, o—pddpa. This wauld satisfy Od. 11,171 = 398, while 
for the other phrase, which occurs four times, we would have to assume that 
false division had led to tavynAeyéoc. But would the meaning be suitable? 
(‘truly painful?) One would also need more positive evidence for éravdc. 
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of tavv— ' thin, long’ and &Xeyoc. Although it has been denied 
that Greek inherited an Indo-European adjective *Zgzze-*, there 
can be no doubt that this is guaranteed both by the cognate 
languages (Lat. tenuis; Germanic *þunnu- ‘thin’; Slavic toniko; 
Lithu. zévas ‘thin, slim’; Olrish Zonge, M Welsh Zeen, MCorn. 
tanow, MBret. tanau; Skt. tanu—)? and by the early Greek com- 
pounds with Tavu- (tavuyxys, TaVUYAWY'C)3, Besides, the existence 
of the adjective tavaog ‘outstretched, tall, taper’ would by itself 
guarantee the existence of an earlier 7«vu—. For the statement 
that tavads is formed with the suffix -«(/)o—* is meaningless, 
unless we show how this suffix-form relates to the regular forms 
—wo- and —ewo-. 

If, as seems probable, Schwyzer is right in explaining &yaudc 
as a metrically lengthened form of &ya—fd¢5, then the suffix is simply 
—Fo-. The adjective &(A«(^)óc ‘splendid, shining, bright’ is, 
from the internal point of view, to be linked with &y&XAouat ‘ exult, 


* Sommer, «IF », 36, 1916, 175 f.; Nominalkomposita, 127 (with conces- 
sions); Specht, « KZ», 59, 1932, 35 f.; cf. Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4z.Gr., 
II, 2, 464. 

? See Walde-Pokorny, I, 724; Pokorny, 1069. 

3 Cf. Boisacq, 941; O. Hoffmann, « Glotta >, 28, 1939, 67.76 f.; Th. Knecht, 
Geschichte der griechischen Komposita vom Typ veowiíuBoovoc, Diss., Zürich, 
1946, 28 f. Even Sommer (Vominalkomposita, 127) has to concede that ta- 
vufxrnc is transformed from tavayxng, «die natürlich nur bei Voraussetzung 
adjektivischer Auffassung von tavo— möglich war», without explaining how 
this was possible if there was no adjective tavu— to begin with. 

4 Risch, Widg., 155; Schwyzer, GG, I, 472 f. Add. 

5 Schwyzer, « IF », 30, 1912, 430 £.; GG, I, 472; Risch, Wbdg., 155; Frisk, 
GEW, 1,7. By an incomprehensible mistake, Frisk, 1, c., suggests that a diffe- 
rent solution was proposed by Burger at a REIE y, 1, 1938, 447 f., but Burger 
does not mention &yauéc at all; Solmsen did (« KZ », 29, 1888, 1117: &yav— &ya- 
= £Axu—-:&Ax—) as did Schulze (Quaest. epic., 64). Quite recently Pisani (in 
Lexikon des frühgriechischen Epos s.v.) has revived Ehrlich's interpretation 
(Betonung 245) and suggested *&yao-Foc from the stem of &y&c-oxo9et. But, 
as will be shown elsewhere, the verbal stem &y«c- is a blend of &yeo—- and &yà- 
and is unlikely to have replaced &yeo— if there was an *&yeoFóc. — Since &yavdc 
is (regarded as) a purely poetic word, I should add here that a prose &YaFóc 
may be concealed in &y&àv (from &ya/ àv, &yany); for the connection with &ya-, 
Grau, see Thesleff, Studies on intensification in Early and Classical Greek, 
1954, 135. 
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glory’, €yoApux, etc., not with yaAyvy'. In other words, &yA«- 
(^)óc represents *agl-wos, while &y«33o— derives from *ag]—-yo- °; 
here again the suffix is —o— not —wfo—. The only other early for- 
mation ? is, or may be, xegaóc, if it is to be traced to *xepa/ óc 4. 
In that case its —— is obviously identical with that of xép«c. But, 
since xepxóc is an adjective (‘ horned’, used of ÉA«goc, py), 
it cannot be identical with the word for ‘ hart’ or ‘ ox, cow’ found 
in other European languages (Lat. cervus, Welsh carw, Germanic 
*Lerut-, Russian £oróva etc.) it must be an independent Greek 
creation from xépac5. The formation, *xepa(o)-d-¢ with adjecti- 
vizing —o—, is paralleled, within Greek, by Dëpoc Dänz, but espe- 
cially by reueg 5, and, outside Greek, by Sanskrit (Vedic) arnasá~ 
« wogend »: argas- «wogende Flut», pivasd— «fettig > : pivas— 
« Fett >, rabhasd— « wild > : rabhas- € Ungestüm», (Atharva Veda) 
tamasá- ' dark-coloured ' : tamas— ' darkness ' —A vestan tamazsha— 


* The latter is advocated by Bechtel, Zerdi s.v.; Schwyzer, GG, I, 363; 
Frisk, GEW, I, 12. 

2 A primitive *&YvoaAóc (Schwyzer, GG, I, 725; Frisk, GEW, I, 6), from 
prothetic &— and *yaA- (?, see Lexikon des frithgriechischen Epos s. &ydhouat), 
is in the light of this comparison unnecessary. Whether the underlying *&yeA- 
should be connected with &yapot &yog (i.e. ¿Yy—gÀ)—), is a different question. — 
Note that the active &Y&XAco ‘glorify, exalt’, attested since Pindar, is clearly 
extracted from Homer's intensive middle ġyáňħňouat. 

3 One would like to add xpavade if only it were a bit clearer. If it is 
upavaFds (see Frisk, GEW, II, 6), it can be formed from a fem. *xpavaFya 
(earlier xpævsFya) in the same way as was tavadce, see the text further on. 

^ Cf. Frisk, GEW, 1, 825. Add. 

5 See also Sommer’s reservations about the usual derivation, Nominal- 
komposita, 207. Historical xepaóc ‘horned’ cannot be from Mycenaean era- 
(2)jafz ‘made of horn’ (Ventris-Chadwick, Documents, 396; Householder, 
«Glotta», 39, 1961, 187). Shipp also rejects this equation (Zssays in Myce- 
nacan and Homeric Greek, Melbourne 1961, 11) but his argument from the 
accent is not cogent, nor do I think that xepafdé¢g is supported by cervus. 

6 Oddly enough, Schwyzer suggests for yevek the suffix —wo-, GG, I, 
472. Risch (Wédg., 123) notices that the word appears by the side of yévoc 
but somehow thinks its (second) e connected with that of the root-form yeve—, 
and Chantraine (Formation, 91, accepted by Frisk, GEW, I, 307) seems to 
regard it as a derivative in —y« and, at the same time, containing the e of 
yeve—. There can be no doubt that ysve& is formed from yeve(o)— in the same 
way as are v&vpà op&rpà (or mvp) from the consonantal stems matp— peate— 
(rvg-), see Schwyzer, GG, I, 461. 
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from tamah-—*. Aristophanes’ v«A«óc, only in an (Orphic?) parody 
at Aves 687, is an artificial creation based on the well-known stem 
THAX—, and cannot be paraded as a witness of early —Fo-, let alone 
—~aFo-, 

It appears then that a suffix —/o— does not exist. The suffix 
—Fo— may produce the ending —Foc, but only if the stem ends in 
-X-. We must ask therefore how 7«vaóc is to be interpreted. 
As we have seen, the cognate languages and the early Greek data 
guarantee the adjective 7Xvu— and it seems obvious that tava/éc 
must be connected with it. The inappropriateness of a suffix 
—«Fo— is particularly clear in this case where no verbal form tava— 
is available 2, only v«vu- (= Skt. tanu-). The adjective *tavdc 
on the other hand had the feminine *tavefya and we must assume 
that this form was assimilated (by the two as) to *tavaFya which 
was then interpreted as the feminine of a masculine Froo Fonc, 
The same assimilation accounts for Hàdtatæ which is from the 
regular feminine TAateta and not from an imaginary IE *—əwyə 
whose —əw- is invented to equate the Greek form with Sanskrit 
prythivi ?, although there is no visible source since we can hardly 
assume an original long vowel. If on the other hand, we operate 
with a laryngeal (*pltH,w-7)*, it is impossible to see how the laryn- 
geal could become a vowel. It is also well known that in the 
Rigveda the metre often shows that the transmitted form prthivi 
stands for prthv2 5, so that it is the latter form that must represent 
the original form while prthivi is secondary; there are various 
possibilities but the main point is that ae in ID&rat« cannot 


t Brugmann, Grundriss?, II, 1, 1906, 162; Wackernagel-Debrunner, Az. 
Gr., II, 2, 136. ` 

2 Specht's way out is to infer from «avxóg that Skt. zanoči (and so Greek 
tavu-, too) represents IE *Zz—au— (« KZ», 59, 1931, 362); but there is no evi- 
dence whatever for —24— in this verb-class. 

3 Cf., e.g., Schwyzer, GG, I, 474, and especially Specht, « KZ», 59, 1931, 
126 f., who assumes midt from rAxva—Fya (with se representing a di- 
syllabic basis) but does not discuss the morphological improbabilities. 

4 See, e.g., Kuiper, « Mededelingen der Koninkl. Nederlandse Akademie », 
18/11, 1955, 24; Stang, «NTS», 17, 1956, 132 (*A/¢Hwi). Add. 

5 See Edgerton, « Language», 10, 1934, 252; 19, 1943, 1139; Wackerna- 
gel-Debrunner, 47.G7., II, 2, 414, and 219, 467. 

$ Renou (Grammaire védique, 1952, 184 f.) seems to suggest that the re- 
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be explained with the help of grthivz'. The meaning of the Greek 
name has nothing to do with that of the Sanskrit word since it 
is simply 'Broad(ham)', cf. Bradenham (Buckinghamshire), 
Brayton (Yorkshire, West Riding)?. One further instance of the 
assimilation in question is seen in xp«voiX, the feminine (reshaped 
to xpatarh in our Homer) of xpatbs, from original *xpateFyă 3, 
The last example is important not only because of the assi- 
milation presented but also as showing how the feminine serves 
as the basis of a new masculine, namely xpatatoc. Similar deve- 
lopments are found in 4th c. pytevidc ‘stepfather’ formed on 
wQTpeut& ‘stepmother’, or the Homeric étatpoc reshaped from 
Etapos after etaipa (: évaíp& — xpatată : xpatatk). In the case 
of *tavafya the reformation of the masculine led to tavafóç. 
In Celtic we find almost the same change. There too the adjective 
‘thin’ must be traced to *Zazawyo- which gave Olrish sane and 
M Welsh Zezew^; there too *tanmawyo— (and possibly *zazawo- in 
MCornish Zaz0:w, M Bret. tanau) is based on the feminine *tanawyd 
which was assimilated from */a»owyó, original *tamewyd°. 
The emergence of the adjective txvadc is thus seen to be the 
result of a morphological rearrangement; the adjective is not an 
inherited element. The original feminine *tave/y« is still attested 


+ 


gular form ørthuī was influenced by forms with —— (p. 45: prath-i-man-—) and 
became fithivi. Edgerton, «Language», 19, 1136", thought that —— was a Pri- 
kritism. If one admits the existence of an early *577Zi (feminine without —-—), 
followed by a later $7ZEzi, a blend of gen. prthiyads|/Drthviyds leading to prthi- 
vyZs is also possible. One might also wonder whether anaptyxis of prthuiyds 
to Arthiviyds (from which nom. 5;Z52v;) is impossible. 

t Celtic *Zitawyd (in NWelsh ZZyZaw ‘Brittany’, Olrish Lethae, see 
Lewis-Pedersen, Concise Comparative Celtic Grammar, 1937, 11; Jackson, Lan- 
guage and History in Early Britain, 1953, 375 f.) is too ambiguous in its initial 
to serve as independent evidence; besides, if it were connected with matig, 
it could be assimilated from *(p)iztowyd < *(p)litewyi, see the text further on. 

2 See A. H. Smith, English Place-name Elements, I, 1956, 45. 

3 Cp. Risch, Wédg., 68,117, as against Schwyzer’s impossible combina- 
nations, GG, I, 448. The accent was of course xpatata | xexradc, hence xpa- 
zouh (and Ach, See also the text further on. 

4 See Thurneysen, Grammar of Old Irish, 125; Jackson, Language and Hi- 
story in Early Britain, 376, and cp. Pokorny, ro69. Add. 

5 Cf. *Zitawyd discussed above (fn. 2), if from IE Zéien 
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if the noun tavetat ‘beams’ (Theophrastus) is rightly connected 
with our adjective’. 

In compounds we expect of course the form Tavu — and most 
early compounds meet our expectation, cf. tavuyxys TAVUPAOLOG 
T&vUYAGXtw— etc. In some compounds however, in particular in 
such as had a second member with short syllables and a single 
initial consonant there were metrical difficulties to overcome. 
While tavuntépvé (tavortepoc), tævůrerog etc., could be accom- 
modated in the hexameter, t&vim0d& (cf. Soph., Ajax 837) deman- 
ded some alteration. The simplest would have been tævūroða 
(or tavunroða?), and it is possible that tavaUmoda is a blend of 
this with the adjective 7«vxóc which tended to invade the domain 
of tavu— in any case; cf. tavanxys, a frequent variant in our 
manuscripts of tavuyxys, Sophocles’ tavaveyjc, Empedocles’ 
tavaðnıç and Aristophanes’ t&vaddetpog (Aves 254, 1394). 

Another possibility was to consonantalize z, i.e. having tanw- 
before a following vowel. And this seems to have been adopted 
in cavrAeYfG from tav(f)yAeyhc, in which the original group vf 
does not make position because it is never under the ictus. Its 
reality is shown by the imitation Tav$Aogoc ' long-necked ' (Hesy- 
chius) whose age is unfortunately unknown. As to the meaning,’ 
tavnacyns ‘bringing long woe’, of 9%&veçoç, might seem inap- 
propriate to us, who think that death puts an end to all pain. 
But we must not overlook the view voiced by Achilles (Og. 11, 
489 f.) that he would much rather be a serf on earth than king 
of all the dead who have done with life. Moreover, we should note 
that the parallel Guoemäeric is also used of death and thus presents 
the same difficulties, which, as we have seen, cannot be avoided by 
misinterpreting it as «(der Tod,) der nicht Rücksicht nimmt ». 
On the other hand, in the case of ðuonàeyhs we note that it is used 
not only of 9&v«coc but also of ttóAsuoc where, even for our feeling, 
complaint about long woes is apposite. It is therefore possible 
that dvonAcyns was first coined for w=ó)guoç and then applied to 
9&vecoc since the two nouns shared the same emotional sphere and 
adjectives. Although tavyAcyns is, in our Homer, used of 9&va voc 


r See Boisacq 940. Hesychius’ «avér &nrotetauévy and rovemch, xte- 
tauévny Éyowva thy xuv might represent the itacistic spelling of tavatg, 
cavaty, but if real at all is more likely to be assimilated from tavay({xn). 


I2 
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only, it was very likely used with m6Acpoc, too, and may well 
have been coined for it in the first place. 

To sum up. Early Greek &^eyoc ‘pain, grief’, which sur- 
vives in Hom. &Aeyewóc, SuonAcyyc, tTavnAcyns, was syncopated 
in some caseforms as was also the denominative &Aeyé(c)yo in 
many of its forms. Already by Homer's time the basic noun and 
the verb generalized the syncopated form &Xyoc (KXytov, &Xytovoc) 
aryéw. The formal differentiation of &Ayo¢ and its derivatives 
&Aeyewóc Suondeyhs tavyndeyys led on the one hand to dAcyetvdc 
being reshaped to &AYetóc, on the other, to —yAcyhs becoming 
more and more separated from the basic noun. This gradual 
‘alienation ' led to a correspondingly growing feeling that Aere 
was connected with #Aéyw. It is possible that Homer’s &rqAeyéog 
is already a formation from Go, contributing to the confusion, 
which is certainly completed in the later use of (&)vyAcyye. 


s) The word for ‘noon, south’ is Att. peonuBeta, Ion. wecauBoety:. 
Both clearly reflect an old compound of uso(c)oc and Dap aap), 
as do Lat. meridies or Engl. midday, etc. But here again the 
formation has been accepted as a fact, and no attempt has been 
made to explain it. The problem is partly the alternation between 
Att. -y- and Ion. -«-, partly the sequence —up- giving —uBp-. 
For the first problem the solution is certain. Although Brugmann 
was prepared to envisage old ablaut-variations?, this possibility 
can be dismissed. The compound is undoubtedly of Greek (« einzel- 
sprachlich») origin. Since in Greek we find no alternation between 
uap and &zae, the compound was of necessity ue0009l.—, resulting 
in the contracted ugoo%u—3. If in Ionic we find ugoxu— that must 
be due to a secondary shortening from Heooäu Beie which occurred 
before the change of & to 7, otherwise the result would have been 


*uco(o)euBely (or —— *. 


* Ionic here means Herodotus. Note in particular that ueov4fpiv is the 
reading in Archilochus and Hecataeus. 

2 Brugmann, Griech. Gramm.?, 71; Brugmann-Thumb, Griech.Gramm’., 79. 

3 The result would be wecoéu— even if we assumed that the compound 
was formed after the ‘new’ fashion with elision of the final vowel of the first 
member. 

* See Schwyzer, GG, I, 279; Leumann, «Museum Helveticum », 6, 1949, 
89 = ASchr. 233. 


Loss of e or o 161 





The real crux is the second problem, the morphological struc- 
ture of the compound. The noun &pa is a heteroclite: &uap | datos, 
We must assume therefore that ‘ midday’ was originally Zusoogëuap 
and an adjectival derivative would have been *peco&ucrtros, 
certainly not *weco&uptoc. It is typical that, e.g., É«p (from 
*wesr) has no derivative in *eig— or *ħp- (from *wesr-) although 
the sequence and form&tion would have been in order; only eia- 
piwóc (£a) exists. Similarly, we have 7fÉptoc, but not *alptoc, 
from *dyerd*. But with the emergence of awép& (after éomépa) 
the new derivative *psooXuepioc became possible?, and it was 
the feminine of this, *usccagsplX (sc. 6px), that came to be used 
in the sense of ‘noon’, later ‘south’. If this appears as Ion. 
uecauBetn, that is due to the fact that before the change & >n 
(10th c. B.C.?) the compound was shortened to *ueooXupla and 
then to *gueo&guoi« from which Heooufetn developed regularly. 
The Attic form may reflect the ‘regular’ development of Zueg- 
cap(B)ol« to weonuBeta since Attic is seen to be more conservative 
in its treatment of long vowel before nasal (or liquid) + consonant 
in the augmented forms, e.g. 7v9pamo9to&uyv, while Ionic (i.e. He- 
rodotus) seems more given to innovation, cf. %vdparodtopévous 3, 


* There is of course the case of Atop / Atpov, but this is radically different. 
The noun 7teov is not of course from a plural *ñ*p% of rop (Schwyzer, GG, 
I, 461; Frisk, GE W, I, 645) since %*op is never found in the plural (cf. Egli’s, 
pertinent remark, Gelenkheteroklisie 48), and even in the singular only in the 
nom-acc., except for dat. "rop: at Pindar, Paean 6, 12, and, rather unlikely, 
Simonides fr. 13, 9D, see S. L. Radt, Pindars zweiter und sechster Paian, 1958, 
118 with fn. 2 (correct LSJ!); it is a collective }tp—-o-v, cf. nato etc., see Brug- 
mann, Grundriss?, II, 1, 157. What is more, it is an old formation as is shown 
by Ossetic a7Zaez ‘ entrails, guts’ which is not from *42x0ra»a- (Morgenstierne, 
«NTS », 12, 1942, 266; overlooked by Abajev, Jstoriko-etimologiteskij slovar 
osetinskogo jazyka, I, 1958, 70, but cf. fn. 1), since, as is shown by zar ‘ dark’, 
the result would have been Zosen, but from *d@rana-, enlarged from IE *ézro-, 
also found in OHG ZZ(z)ra, MHG ¿der (plur. « Eingeweide sii, But our word 
cannot be from a collective (!) *usccàp.po-. 

2 For the development of time-expressions in —epog —eptwoG, see Szemeré- 
nyi, «Glotta», 38, 1959, 107-125, esp. 120. Note Theocritus! <ó uec&puéptov 
‘at midday’ (7,21), and tò useauBotvóv (1,15). 

3 See Schwyzer, GG, I, 655, sections 2) and c). The agreement between 
uscapupoim and the type a&vdpamodtapévouc is too close for the latter to be re- 
garded as wholly artificial. At least it seems impossible to regard the Herodo- 
tean form as being an artificial reshaping contrasting with the ‘ true’ local 
form peconuBety, apparently used by Archilochus and Hecataeus. 
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On the other hand, it is possible that the speakers were always 
conscious of the etymology of the word and made it agree with 
Huson 1. 

From our point of view, the interesting fact is that syncope 
of unaccented € between H and pe is attested for the Ioth c. or 
before. 

6) The future of eiut ‘I am’ appears in Homer in two forms: 
Éccouat or Écouos, But in the 3 sg. we find not only the expected 
forms Zoosro, (72 times, M. 1,239, etc.) and feta. (4 times: 
Jl. 1,211; 14,480; Od. 19,312; 21,212), but also éoccivat (3 times: 
Ll. 2,393; 13,317; Od. 19,302)? and the later lonic-Attic form 
Zora. (59 times: Z. 1, 136, 212, etc.). 

The alternation between #couat / gocouar, gocat/ Écoext, etc. 
is of course dictated by the exigencies of the metre and no diffe- 
rent from the alternations familiar from Érect | Éreoat, “OSucede / 
'O8uccsbc, 6ooc [ 6060c, uécoc | uéccoc, xaXéco | ExdAsoou etc. The 
suggestion that the alternation guarantees the coexistence in 
Homer of a short-vowel subjunctive (&couat) and a desiderative 
future (*€o-co—yat)? is so extraordinary that even its author 
must have found it rather distressing. If there ever was a short- 
vowel subjunctive whose middle came to be used as a future, it 
would show the same form as the attested subjunctive £c / čne / 
Gute), i.c. Zone etc., cf. Zëona To expect it to turn up in the 
form *Éc-opuat has as much likelihood as the expectation of a 
participle *éo@v or an impf. *7o«, etc. It is quite clear that only 
the true future Éo-o-ouat was ever formed. 

The 3.sg. Zooetro is also a metrically conditioned transfor- 
mation of Écoerat since it is always before the penthemimeres 
and provides a metrical equivalent of čocovta / ëcoeocðat also 
often found in this position ^. It certainly cannot represent a 


* I should mention here that it is possible, though not very likely, that 
*uecoducpte was syncopated in Ionic before & > n, while in Attic only after 
& > T, so that the sequence was *ueocapep(« > *weonueoln > *ueonupin > ° 
ueonu ota. 

2 Add to these Hesiod, Zzzga, 503. 

3 Chantraine, GH, I, 290. 

^ Risch, Widg., 298. 
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contamination of an ‘old’ *eivat and £ccevou?, since the basis 
of *eitat, the short-vowel subjunctive *&(c)oue* is unreal; the 
short-vowel subjunctive exists, but it is £o etc. Nor can we assume 
a Doric future (£coéetat) 2 since this is unknown to Homer. 
These facts are of considerable importance when it comes to 
deciding the true nature of the 3.sg. Soco In his attempt to 
show that in ancient times a semi-thematic inflection — in which 
the forms with the thematic vowel —e—- were thematic but those 
with —e— unthematic: qépousv but péete etc. — was much more 
important than would appear from the records, Meillet interpreted 
the form ÉoT«t as representing this athematic type while éooua. 
would show the thematic inflection ?. He does not tell us, however, 
what exactly the form stands for *. Is it from *&o—tat, without 
the tense-sign — and therefore a present that came to be used as 
a future — or is it *Éc—o—r«t, a proper athematic future? Nor 
does he state why we do not have a 2.sg. *Éo«t (from *&o—oat or 
*Eo—o—oat), nor a 2.pl. *Éc0c (from* Zo ae or *Éc-o—-60&), although 
these are also formed, in the thematic inflection, with —e—. Schwyzer 
had the courage to go the whole way and declare that Éovet was 
an old present which developed a future meaning just as did elpt 


* Wackernagel, « KZ», 30, 1890, 315 = KSchr. 678; Solmsen, « KZ», 
32, 1893, 548; cp. Chantraine, GH, I, 290 f. Neither Wackernagel, nor Solmsen 
made an attempt to explain how a subjunctive *touo. could exist side by side 
with £o. Even níouxt is not to be explained as an aor. subjunctive (mov has 
no middle forms!) as is usually done (Schwyzer, GG, I, 780), but as a future 
mL(c)ouat, which made possible £8ouot, instead of the awkward *Écoc (or 
*£ccopuxt) from *td—-ow. In the future the middle is well-known for its frequency, 
but the subjunctive of gu. would be £8o! If the Homeric future Belouer (77. 
22,431), Bëoue (? ZZ. 15,194, but the meaning is harsh), Bén (16,852; 24,131), 
represents the most primitive form of the root, IE *e'"ei- (Specht, < KZ», 62, 
1934, III?) then it is not a subjunctive (Schwyzer, GG, I, 780; Chantraine, 
GH, I, 452, 495), but the future *g”ez(s)omaz. On the other hand, Sien “I shall 
find’ cannot be a present, if the tense of Hesychius? lemma is to be trusted 
(É8nev: edpev, not ebptoxevl); it must be the aor. subj., and heg is to be read 
as days. 

? E.g. van Leeuwen, Enchiridium dictionis epicae,.1918?, 369 fn. d; 
Schwyzer, GG, I, 786. 

3 « BSL », 32, 1931, 198 f. The statement that Homer mostly uses Éorot 
is, in the light of the figures quoted above for Zooerat and gorat, incorrect. 

4 But he seems to think of Zo—va. 
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'Ishallgo'*. But he did not venture to explain why this curious 
present — a veritable monster from the Indo-European point 
of view where only *esfz is familiar so far? — is confined to the 
3.sg., in glaring contrast to siut where the change affects the 
whole of the present; yet there would have been no objection at 
any stage of Greek to a full future *etpot/ Ecos | Soco | *etpeOx 
(*EoueOa?) | *ÉcOc | *Éxcat (> * Tyro P) or *elvcot (from Sëoevrot ?), He 
also overlooks the fact that, whatever one might imagine of an early 
promiscuous usé of the ' present ', expressing both a real present 
and the future 3, in actual fact the use of a present indicative to 
express future time is very restricted. Apart from Zoo (and 
tévtæt to be discussed in the next section), the verbs quoted are 
ciut and véouat (vicowat), and with these verbs of movement the 
use of the present for the future is easy to understand, while 
with eiut ‘I am’ future sense ‘I shall be’ is impossible without 
completely destroying the tense-system. 

The plain fact is that the future of ciui, once one grants the 
Greek peculiarity that it is a middle form — as is the case with so 
many other futures* — is quite regular. It is a thematic formation, 
with —s— as a clear tense-sign. The original Éc-o-o-pa | £c-o—e— 
(oja | ëo os ot lf A use | £c—o—£—60& | Éc-o—o—vcot are all re- 
gular and attested 5, as are the later forms Éceop | Ecco | Ecetar 
etc., which developed by a simple shortening of the original long 
—oo—, If, at a later date, we find that Homer has, beside gooetat 


r Schwyzer, GG, I, 780. 

2 The only exception is OPruss. asmai ‘I am’, which however does not 
speak for an IE *eszzaz since -maż is the general ending of the athematic r.sg. 
in Baltic. Furthermore, the crucial form, the 3.sg., is as¢ even in OPruss., i.e. 
IE *esti, not *esZaz. Cf. Stang, Das Slavische und Baltische Verbum, 1942, 225 
f. 230. Note, however, that Endzelin thinks that even aa? cannot be an 
Indo-European middle form, see his Adépreussische Grammatik, 1944, 156, 
and cf. Baltu kalbu garsai ir formos, 1957, 160; and now especially Stang, 
« Scando-Slavica >, 8, 1962, 168 f. 

3 Cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 780: « Die an sich bei jedem (!) Indikativ des Prá- 
sens (oder Perfekts) mögliche futurische Verwendung... ». 

4 Schwyzer, GG, I, 780; see also above 163". 

5 A Mycenaean example of Zoomro is very likely at KN Am 601, 1 
(e-so—fo, the reading Éoxo must be ruled out on grounds of orthography), see 
Ventris-Chadwick, Documents, 170. 
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and goetat, also, though less frequently, Éov«t, which is the only 
form in regular use in Attic and Ionic, the only conclusion we 
can draw is that ota. is developed from £o(c)evxt. In other 
words, in Écetot, a form of high frequency, the unaccented £ was 
syncopated". It is noteworthy that the syncopated vowel stood, 
in this form, between a spirant and a stop, unlike the cases met 
so far where, with one exception, one of the flanking consonants 
at least was a nasal or liquid. 


7) A similar problem is presented by Cyrenaean tévt%. which 
occurs several times in the inscriptions discovered by the Italian 
expeditions?. The examples are found in two inscriptions, both 
from the 4th c. B.C.?. The form in question appears in the 
following passages: 


I) 6 96 xa ph AT TAEV &mooTeAAoloac ts mÓXoc, Davdorwos 
vévtan xol TH yonuata Zot adtod Sapdora 4, 

2) 68 ğvdpwroç 6 xa Evdov Hr, abtd¢ psv Hope tévta, &uépac 
tolg XAAov dé od wave? 5, 

3) ata Se oby Urwpogos zéit avdpl téevta. oddE puce 6, 


The meaning of the sequence "euro is not in doubt: it is quite 
clearly ‘ will be’. But its analysis is not so obvious. At least, the 
first grammatical survey 7 was inclined to regard it as T Evtat, i.e. 
the particle te and a future Syra, reformed in the dialect from 


* It has been suggested that gota. was formed after ċott (Chantraine, 
GH, 1, 291; Morphologie?, 247). But is there any proportional formula that 
could suggest such patterning to the speakers? And what happened to Zocetau j 
Écerou? Of course the tendency to reduce the old form to gota. may have 
found support in the existence of the sequence —ot— within the paradigm but 
this cannot have been the cause of the innovation. Cf. de Saussure, Mélanges 
Graux, 745 (: «syncope extraordinaire »). 

? On these, see C. Anti, « Rivista di filologia classica», 56, 1928, 163 f. 

3 Cf. «Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum > (— « SEG $) 9, 1939, no. 3 
and no. 72 (= Buck, Greek Dialects, 19553, no. 115, p. 307 f.). 

4 « SEG », 9, 3, 1l. 37 f. 

5 « SEG », 9, 72, H. 17 f. = Buck 307. 

6 «SEG», 9, 72, ll. 84 f. = Buck 308 f. 

7 By Devoto, see < Rivista di filologia classica », 56, 1928, 380 f., reprinted 
in his Scritti minori, 1958, 275 f. 
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Zotxt on the analogy of évtt which in Doric corresponds with 
Gott. But, apart from the fact that it is unknown whether évtt, 
attested for Rhodian and Sicilian (i.e. Archimedes and Theocritus)’, 
existed in Cyrenaean, too, the basis of the explanation is removed 
by Wackernagel's observation that évtt is the Doric plural used 
as a singular because the koine Ñy (3.sg.) was in Doric the 3. plural z; 
this pattern could only have led to Zoom (or éocotvtat) being 
used as a singular, and the local Sëooäcat (cf. Svo? vet ‘it will 
be necessary ") could not have been eliminated by it. More impor- 
tant is the fact that while an analysis T’ ÉVrat is not impossible in 
passage 1) above — although $ev&oiuóc te Zora. xal te yphuata 
got would be odd — it is ruled out in 2) and 3) where te would 
not be balanced š. 

It is therefore clear that tévta: is one word and so must be 
from *téAtat, a form of the verb téAouat. This was first pointed 
out by P. Maas‘, who also referred to Cretan TEAOUGL, TEAETAL, 
ouvréAcodat, used in the same way ^. But how is the form téATat 
to be interpreted? Meillet at once suggested that it was an athe- 
matic form which also confirmed the archaic character of Zero". 
But we have already seen that ota cannot be an athematic form: 
the Greek facts alone are sufficient to disprove the hypothesis, 
even if we did not know that it is impossible from the point of 
view of Indo-European, too. Even worse is the suggestion that 
the semi-thematic inflection of cop: čotæ is paralleled by 
(Cretan) *ÉAou«t (Cyrenaean) *téAtat 7. For Cretan "ioo is 
the normal development from *Z"e/oó, and is identical with 
(Hom.) méAouat which is shown to be a thematic verb by its agree- 


* Cf. Thumb-Kieckers, Gr. Dial., I, 19327, 191.213.224 (also 102). 

2 Wackernagel, «IF >, 39, 1921, 222 = Schr. 511. Add. 

3 See Frankel, « Glotta», 20, 1931, Bot, 

4 « Rivista di filologia classica x, 56, 1928, 411. For vt from At, see our 
discussion above, p. 7 f. 

5 P. Maas, < KZ», 56, 1929, 138. 

6 Meillet, « BSL», 32, 1931, 198, followed by Schwyzer, GG, I, 780*; 
Chantraine, Morphologie?, 245. 

7 Nor is it easy to understand why a semi-thematic ëAouat / téAtat should 
make it understandable that Homer has —réAAop.at, i.e. a formation with —ye- 
which largely replaced the athematic forms. Was it not simpler fully to the- 
matize téAoua, as in fact is the case with =é)ouxt? 
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ment with Skt. carate (carati) and Lat. colé*. For this reason 
1£AouXt cannot be the short-vowel subjunctive of a root-aorist 
either ?, since the aorist was, quite regularly, the thematic émAouyy. 

In these circumstances we cannot but conclude that Cretan 
véhopat is quite regular in form — as the descendant of a thematic 
verb, IE *4"e/ó — and only slightly irregular in its meaning. 
Irregular in that its meaning is future ?, but only slightly since the 
meaning ‘ to become’ is obviously nearly identical with a future. 
In respect of meaning, then, Touar is very close to siut and 
veouat, discussed in the preceding section. 

In view of the fact that from Homer’s xéAou«t down to the 
second-century TéAoy.at the verb is always thematic, the historian 
cannot but repudiate the assumption that a Cyrenaean form of 
the fourth century should represent something primeval, something 
unlikely even for Late Indo-European. It is plain that Cyrenaean 
*«éAr«t is nothing else but a shortened form of the future T&Aevat 
used in Crete, and scholars more interested in the historical inter- 
pretation of Greek than in Indo-European oddities are in agree- 
ment on this*. This means that unaccented e was syncopated bet- 
ween À and 7 before the end of the 4th c. B.C., and probably a 
considerable time before since the new cluster —— was subjected 
to the treatment seen in Doric šv9— from &A9-, the syncopated 
form of &£Au9- 5, 


`* There is certainly no evidence for an athematic IE Sëmel ai. 

2 Frankel, a Glotta >, 20, 1931, 90. The idea that téħopot is a subjunctive 
goes of course back to Dittenberger (Syd/oge?, 527, note 16) and was accepted 
by Bechtel, Grzech. Dial., II, 792 f. 

3 Since epigraphic data should always be suspect, it is as well to report 
that the verb occurs four times, three times in an inscription from Dreros of 
the late 3rd or early 2nd c. B.C. with the forms <éXAoua (meaning count) 
twice and ovvtéAcodx: (= ovvéoeodat) once, and once in the form «eco 
(= oto) at Hierapytna, early 2nd c. B.C. Cf. Inscriptiones Creticae, ed. M. 
Guarducci, I, 1935, p. 85, lines 46, 62, 69-70; III, 1942, p. 45, line 68. 

4 See, e.g., Buck, Greek Dialects, 65; Risch, «Museum Helveticum y, II, 
1953, 34. I do not of course include Standerwick who convinced himself (« Lan- 
guage Dissertations», IO, 1932, 17f.) that tév-ta. was from veu— ‘ (be) cut 
off > remain > be’. Nor can one see how the syncope of téAetat could have 
been induced by Zotat (Frankel, « Glotta », 20, 1931, 91). 

s See the discussion of this verb above, p. 3 f. 
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8) The aorist of ylyvowat is éyevouny, éyéveto etc., both in 

Homer and in later Greek. In a number of instances however 

a 3.sg. Ëysvto appears from Hesiod on. The occurrences are as 

follows: 


Hesiod, Theog. 199 Kurpoyevéa 8, Ot yévto moAuxAMÓotQ évi 


[Kurpe 
282 ÖT &p 'Qxekvou mspl myyac 
ye, Aë `, 
705 160coc SoUroc Eyevto Dedin ` Seuët Evvidvtwv 
Alcman, Partheneion TÓVOV yap 
89 Zug Lëroogp Éyevco 
Sappho, fr. 42 (Lobel-Page) dUypoc ušv Éyevv' ó 990uoc 
61 Évevro[ 
68 (a) Eyev[to 
Theognis 202 advdic Eyevto xoxóv, Deéin Ó Orepšoyg voos 
436 oro’ av E axyadod matpdc Éysvvo xaxdc 
640 Bouiotc Š oi Enéyevto TÉAoG 
661 vol Ex xaxod Éc9Aóv Eygvro 
Pindar, Pyth. 3,86 «lov Š &egaXfo | odx eyevt’ obt’... 
6,28 tyevto xai modtepov “AvttAoyos Bue 
Parmenides 8,20! et yao Byevt’... 
Empedocles 98,5 2 èx Tay giud te YŠvTo... 


Aristophanes, Vesp. 1226 oddelc nönot &vhp Éyevv “Adjvarc 
(Harmodios-song) 
Isyllus? 1.9 6 vóuoc Xglv öv éréderEa Eyevto Ó oùx 
[Xveu 9&àv 


Theocritus 1,88 Bn, où cvp&yoc abtéc Byevto 

i32 Nixta, @ zt voUTo DeGv moxa Téxvov 
[Éyevvo 

13,9 boon udov drob: x«l Qoid «bros 
[Éyevvo 

14,27 Xauiv todto St cóc Éyevro oo &cuy& 
[occ 

17,64 matic ayanntos Eyevto 


` Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 16, 1951, 236 line 13 
2 Zë, 346 line 23. 
3 IG, IV, 950; Powell, Collectanea Alexandrina, 1925, 132. 
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Callimachus, Hymn. 1,50 ‘yévto yap eanwata llavoxpüSoc Zero 


[usÀ(oonc 
4,147 Tñuoç £yevv CpaBoç odxcoc “óúcoç 
[edxvxAato 
5,59 xal oUzox« y«plc Éyevto 
fr. 270 Pfeiffer * yévto Š GAuxp& 
Apollonius Rhodius 1,1141 tà Ó &outóc« ohuar Éyevvo 


4,1427 “Eorépy attyerpoc, mrehén ó 'Eputwic 


[Eyevto 
Balbilla 2 95Aov mato. ó Eye[v]t do (Fle quot 9&o. 


In addition, we should note that the form 2yevto also occurs 
on the dedication of Phrahiaridas (Mycenae, 6th c. B.C.) Droe 
Eyevto. 

This impressive array of evidence, with the exception of the 
last one, guaranteed by the metre, certainly proves that beside 
the ‘normal’ éyéveto there was a variant &yevto. The question 
is how the two relate to each other. 

The most striking aspect of our evidence is that, with one 
exception, all instances come from poetry. This would seem to 
suggest that ‘yévto or Éyevvo was a replacement of éyéveto dictated 
by the exigencies of the metre; the single prose occurrence shares 
the fate of all £apax legomena (or graphomena): it can be a mistake. 
However, even if one is prepared to admit that &yevt(o), yévt(o) 
had metrical advantages over £yévero, yéveto, one must still 
insist that this cannot be a sufficient reason for the reduction of 
(é)yéveto to (@)yévto. No poet can be presumed to have wil- 
fully shortened a form of the the living speech. There must have 
been some facts which either authorized a reduction in despite 
of current usage, or the reduced form must have been also legi- 
mitate, i.e. in (restricted?) use in the living speech. 


* Cf. also fr. 63, 6 and (?) 160, 4 Pfeiffer. 

2 A. & E. Bernand, Les inscriptions grecques et latines du Colosse de Mem- 
non, 1960, p. 81 (no. 28, L 12). 

3 Schwyzer, Delectus, 97, 4; Buck, Greek Dialects, 282, no. 80. Some ad- 
ditional late examples are quoted by Wackernagel, Sprachliche Untersuchun- 
gen zu Homer, 1916, 173. 
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It has indeed been suggested that (É)yévto came into being 
as a result of an erroneous imitation of yévto ' he seized ' known 
from Homer’. But this is a far cry from the type of misinter- 
pretation examined by Wackernagel which is exclusively of the 
‘semantic’ kind, words being used in a wrong meaning because 
the original meaning had been lost and later generations were solely 
guided by the context in which they occurred?. Moreover, it 
was always known? that yévto was ‘he seized’ and not ‘he 
became, etc.’, so that there was no possibility of using yévto in 
the sense of éyéveto. 

A linguistically more satisfactory explanation would be to 
assume that Zyevto was formed as a by-form of éyéveto because 
there were certain verbs which showed a similar alternation of, 
thematic and athematic forms. The verb yévto must of course 
be discounted as a model since there is no trace of a thematic 
*yéueto or *éyéueto*, A more likely candidate would seem to 
be 9£youxt which does have an aorist Séxto corresponding to 
(é)déyeto. But here it is obviously unsatisfactory that (2)ó£xe%o 
is not an aorist but an imperfect so that déxto / déyeto are not 
equivalent forms and could not have produced an alternation 
(é)yéveto / (E)yévto. If this were the whole truth, 9éxvo could be 
dismissed from the debate at once. Unfortunately, matters are 
much more complicated. 

Although the contrast between Séxopat / Séxto seems clear-cut, 
relegating the stem-form Ze to the aorist, Homeric Séyatat, 


* Wackernagel, Dehnungsgesetz, 3 = KSchr. 899: «offenbar nichts als eine 
Nachahmung des hom. yévto >; « KZ >, 33, 1895, 50 =A Schr. 729: « Wenn z.B. 
Hesiod ... es wagt, das alte schon der Odyssee fremde yévvro ‘er ergriff? wegen 
seines anklangs an éyéveto für ‘er ward’ anzuwenden ...» 

2 Wackernagel, « KZ y, 33, 1895, 49 f. = KSchr. 728 f. More recently, Leu- 
mann Hom. Wörter, passim, especially 208 f. (209? further references); Snell 
Die Entdeckung des Geistes, 1948?, 20 with fn. r; Erbse, « Hermes», 81, 1953, 
163 f.; Pisani, Storia della lingua greca (= Enciclopedia Classica, V, 1), 1959, 
118 f. (on the Alexandrians). 

3 The lexicographers (e.g. Hesychius) clearly show this, as do Callimachus 
(Hymn. 6,44) and Apollonius (3,1321; 4,225). 

4 On the etymon of the word see Frisk, GEW, I, 297, who overlooks the 
fact that the root *gem-— ‘seize, compress, oppress’ is also attested in Iranian, 
see Szemerényi, « ZDMG », IOI, 1951, 219. 
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a 3rd plural present, suggests that the athematic inflection was 
known in the present-stem, too, so that édéyuyy could be an old 
imperfect which, with the generalization of the thematic inflection 
in the present-stem, became an aorist'. Similarly, ¿A£yumv (š)A¿- 
xto could be an old imperfect, and we might add yévto ‘he 
siezed ' ?. 

A serious objection to this interpretation is that the curious 
vacillation between aorist and imperfect here assumed is unknown 
to Greek 3. A close examination of Homeric facts, conducted 
some years ago in examplary fashion by the late Debrunner, 
reveals an altogether different picture*. Apart from the forms 
of the clear thematic present Séyouor (déyetat, —edéyovto, déyeodan, 
etc.) and future défoue, perfect dedeypévoc, aorist &é€at0, there 
are (in the Homeric epics and hymns) altogether 47 instances of 
the athematic type represented by Séxto. Of these, 20 are 
clearly aoristic in meaning. 23 instances are represented by forms 
of the participle ðéypevoç: with one exception, all instances reflect 
a durative ('awaiting ), ie. definitely non-aoristic meaning; at 
Hymn. Hom, 4,477, 5€ypevos is aoristic ( having received Ye. Of 
the remaining 4 cases, éd¢ypnyy (2x) and dveðéyusða (1x) are again 
durative, and the #aóaz Šéyatæt is a 3rd plural present. 

It will be seen that the durative meaning is unmistakably 
associated with the cluster —Yu-, with the participle Séypevoc 
in the van (22 out of 25). Debrunner is clearly right in concluding 
that the explanation of the durative usage must be sought in the 
participle and in suggesting that déypevoc replaces a metrically 


* Cf. Chantraine, Morphologie’, 164, 209; GH, 1, 296: « L'existence d'un 
présent athématique *déyp.a. est assurée par la forme Séyatat ». 

2 Chantraine, GH, I, 296 f., 384; Schwyzer, GG, I, 678. 

3 The only instance claimed is Zon (Schwyzer, GG, I, 640, 673). But it 
is well-known that veróz dicendi often appear in the imperfect when modern 
feeling would require the aorist, see Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 277. The 
curious fact that, contrasting with the active present, the aorist is middle (pero 
etc., Debrunner, < Glotta», 25, 1937, 73-9), is due to the inf. p&o%a which is 
transformed from *g4oca. < *bha-dhydi (as will be shown in my «The Im- 
pact of the Decipherment of Linear B on Greek and Indo-European Philolo- 
gy ») and interpreted as a middle form produced other middle forms — natural- 
ly of the aorist, since the present tenses were active. 

^ A. Debrunner, Gedenkschrift für P. Kretschmer, 1, 1957, 77-81. 
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impossible 9&yóuevoc, this venture being followed up with the iso- 
lated &éyuxv and -cdéypeda. The hapax 9&yotot, in a scene (ZZ. 12, 
147) which imitates a simile with the verb pévet (ZZ. 13,472), can 
no longer be accepted as an old athematic present". It would be 
unique, since —«*«t is found in presents after vocalic stems only, 
although it is common in the reduplicated perfect. For this reason 
Debrunner is inclined to assume that OÉ£yocvat is metre causa short- 
ened from a perfect Sedéyata. 

This convincing re-interpretation requires only a few addi- 
tional remarks. First, how did the poet(s) hit upon the durative 
forms ðéyuevoç etc.? We cannot assume that they simply short- 
ened Sexouevoc to Séyyevoc. Debrunner examined the perfect 
forms in the hope that his findings concerning the durative use 
would throw light on the similar use of the perfect. He had to 
confess that the result was not very clear. What if we reverse the 
relation? The perfect participle Sedeypévoc is (almost?) always 
used in the meaning ‘awaiting’, as is Séyyevoc, Similarly the 
future perfect Sedéou.0. and the imperative déde%o. The impor- 
tant point is that in Homer the meaning ‘ await; await the attack 
of someone ' is confined to the perfect forms and Aer (s. LS/); 
this peculiarity is confirmed by SedoxynLevos ‘awaiting ', also 
found in this form only. Now the future perfect Zeëëfouo is in 
meaning no different from the simple future Zëfoua, It follows 
therefore that at one time a poet was led to extract an anomalous 
déypevoc from the regular and well-established Sedeypévoc, prob- 
ably on the strength of the observation that there was no (clear 
or great) difference between Geëëfoua with reduplication and 
déEouat without?. There may also have been (š)8gó£šyumv, (&)dedéy- 
uda, although they are not found in extant literature; however, 
even without them, 9éyuxv déyueda would easily follow, once 


r In a typical understatement Debrunner says (p. 80): «Unter diesen Um- 
stánden habe ich nicht mehr den Mut, in déyata: einen Beweis für ein altes 
athematisches Präsens zu sehen, wie es noch Schwyzer tut >. 

2 [t is of interest to note that of the 23 instances of 8éyusvoc listed by 
Debrunner, 15 are in fact forms of motidéypevoc, 2 of úroðéyuevog, and there are 
5 occurrences of déyuevocg itself. For, while 3éyucvoc clearly was not an una- 
voidable variant of dedeypévoc, the forms Srodedeypévoc and trotidedeypévoc were 
just as impossible as was (rott)Sexéuevoc. Add. 
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Oéyusvoc established its place. And within this framework it 
was no longer quite so absurd to coin a sta plural present Seyatat 
instead of the normal Séyovtas :. 

It appears then that if there is a variation in the paradigm of 
déxouat, it is between the imperfect forms èðeyównv (inherited) 
and édéypyyv (poetic innovation), not between aoristic šógxóumv / 
Gët, because an aorist $9eyóux»v does not exist. The same 
applies to éAéyyny / äer which has no variants in the aorist. 
If so, there was no model on which the aoristic doublets éyéveto / 
čyevto could have been patterned. 

Another way out might be thought to be to assume the co- 
existence of two different types of aorist from the root Yev—. 
Jacobsohn suggested indeed that @yevto was a lone survival of 
a sigmatic aorist *éyévouxv which, apart from &yevto, was lost 
because there were, in addition to it, the thematic &yevépyy and 
the factitive $yew&urv 2. He considered the assumption of a 
sigmatic aorist necessary because in his view the full-grade seen 
in €yevto could not have been justified in a root aorist SÉ eu 0 
‘(instead of *&yato < *e—en-/o?), whereas in the s-aorist the 
full-grade was attested in Aéxto déxt0 from *legh-s—to *dek-s-to, 
xatTÉnyxtTo from *xater&x-c—to. He was well aware that an ori- 
ginal *eyev-o—to could only have led to *eye(vjoto, But he 
thought that in the paradigm *eyev-c—pav *eyev—o—o0 *eyev—o—to 
*eyev-o_usda *eyev_o(o)Se *eyev-o—ato n would have survived 
in some forms; whereafter, on the pattern of &X&evo / čàexto, a 
new inflection, *&yévoato | Érevvo, was constituted, of which only 
éyevto proved viable. 


* One consequence of this new insight is that we can no longer explain the 
aspiration of the Attic 3éyou.xt (from earlier déxouat) by invoking the athema- 
tic inflection ‘attested’ by dSéyata. (Wackernagel, «Glotta», 7, 1916, 183 f.; 
Schwyzer, GG, I, 772; Chantraine, GH, I, 296; Frisk, GE W, I, 373). It is clear 
that we must return to the old view that it was due to a present with —y-. 
Wackernagel (l. c., 184) acknowledged that £yc would be suitable semantically 
but objected that it was not a middle. However, several compounds of ëy% are 
also used in the middle and they are close in meaning to déyouor. Thus dvo- 
déyoun. in Homeric dvedéype AC ov (Od. 17,563) is almost identical with 
avéyouat (note also dvadéEouat ` dvéFoua); omtoyouot ‘undertake, promise’ 
is matched by brodéyou.w; mapéyouat is the opposite of mapadéyount. 

2 Jacobsohn, < Philologus >, 67, 1908, 327-9. 
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This solution is closely tied up with the interpretation of the 
aoristic type seen in óŠx*o which is still not settled. As we have 
seen above, ¿ðéyunv čħéyunņv (and yévto ‘he seized "1 are now 
often considered to be old imperfects. We have also seen that this 
has been disproved for the aorist, £8exro, and the same must 
apply to (&)Aéxto, where again the true present-stem is revealed 
by the Hesychius-gloss A£yerav xowiXvot. But it is just as impos- 
sible to regard &)exro as a root-aorist, because the root-aorist 
of a transitive verb is always passive[intransitive; cf. améxtaT0 
Epdito Zoouto Eyuto Ópro, etc.". It is typical that, š2MZYumv, from 
Aert, means ‘I was chosen’ (OZ. 9,335), uerg ‘he was united’ 
(Od. 1,433). It is therefore impossible that Aéxto 9'&pujuóv ‘ he. 
counted the number’ (OZ. 4,451) should be the same forma- 
tion as &Aéyuv. If, corresponding to the transitive Aéx—to, we 
find Aé&eo9at AsEatto (ZZ 2,125; Od. 24,108), this clearly shows 
that the passive-intransitive type represents a root-formation 
Aéx-to, while the transitive type derives from *Aex-o—c70?. In 
other words the old sigmatic athematic aorist *Aey—o—pmv 3 *Aey— 
o-oo *"Aey-co—1o *Aey-c—-ueQa *Aey-o-(o)0€ *Acy—c—ato, which deve- 
loped into *Acyp&v Aé&o Awto *Acypeda *Aeyde *AEEato, was 
gradually replaced by the innovated type (e)AcGapav (se)Aetao 
(c)AsEato... (&)AeEavto +, but the old inflection survives in Homer’s 


* Cf. Sommer, « Glotta », 1, 1909, 60 f. 

2 The uneasiness caused by the coexistence of passive Eër and tran- 
sitive Agxto is shown by the fact that, whereas at ZZ 3,188, our manuscripts 
give the reading ée Da, Strabo has éAéyuny (552, 681), which seems the Zeczzo 
difficilior. 

3 It is as well to state here that we might have to assume *leg—s—mman 
*Jeg—s—nmedAka rather than */eg—s—àn *leg—s—medha; in that case the later in- 
flection with —-o«— would have had a broader base in As&ap.ay Ackxweda Aca (v)vo 
(and not only *As5avo). Cf. Risch, Festschrift M. Vasmer, 1956, 424. 

4 The facts were first intepreted in this way by J. Schmidt, « KZ», 27. 
1885, 321 f. (but cf. Brugmann, Morphologische Untersuchungen, III, 1880, 
19 fn.), followed by, e.g., Brugmann, Grzech. Gram., 19003, 315 f.; Brugmann- 
Thumb, Griech. Gram., 19134, 365; Jacbsohn, « Hermes», 45, 1910, 100°. Risch 
does not commit himself (Wédg., 210, 216). Schwyzer, GG, I, 751, is rather 
against this interpretation and suggests that our Aéxto édéyuyv can (!) be full- 
grade imperfects corresponding with xeiro Roto — although these never function 
as aorists ! 
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(2)Aéxto*, In the same way, *9ex-o-pàv... *@0gx—o—t0 *Ügx— 
o-—ato were gradually replaced by éefauayv edéEato and (before 
it) Sëëfourg, but Homer still preserves the archaic (bm)édeGo (Og. 
14, 54), 5éxt0 LI, 2,420, etc.), impv. 9650 (ZZ. 19,10). 

The sigmatic aorist (&)3é«to is now clearly attested in the 
Mycenaean tablets?. At PY Pn 30, line 1 we read: 


o—de—-ka—-sa-to | a-&o—-so-ta 
which, compared with PY Eq 213,1: 
o-wi-de  a—-ko-so-ta = Š (P) Fide 'Abócac 
and PY Un 267,1: 
| o-do-ke a-ho-so-ta = ô (?) Stine ' AB6rac 
must be 
ò (? P) déGato 'Atóxac, 


with a clear 3rd sg. verb, although the spelling rules would make 
it possible to read 9é5xvro. This form also occurs at Knossos 


(L. 6461): 
o—a—po-te de-ha-sa-to a-re-t—jo = Š (?@?) &mwdev(?) SéBato ' Apétoc 
There can be little doubt that in the fragmentary (KN L 642,1) 


~|ra~wo de-&o-to ta-ra-si-ja . 


which is of the same structure as L 641, the form de—ho-—to is Séxt0 3. 
It appears then that as early as the 15th c. B.C. (or 13th?) 
the innovated aorist with —o«— is well established; but the Knossos 
form Séxto, used side by side with 3é£«ro, also shows that the 
Homeric duality tenaciously adheres to the earlier practice. 
The Mycenaean evidence enables us to settle another point' 
also. The verb sbyouat is thematic from Homer’s time, and its 


* On the other hand, #Aexto etc. from Acy- might, as an intransitive, 
be from */egh-to. But the sigmatic forms (As&atumv, As&&o9ov, etc.) are rather 
in favour of a sigmatic formation. 

2 Cf. Ventris-Chadwick, Documents 317; P. Chr. Ilievski, 4 dlativot, instru- 
mentalot i lokativot vo najstarite grčki tekstovi, Skopje 1961, 84, 134 (and 1875). 

3 See now also Watkins, ZE origins of the Celtic Verb, I, 1962, 52 f. 
But dekoto at PY Cn 600, 2 (and dekotojo at PY Jn 413,7) presents a name which 
can be Aexorog (== Séxutog?) or Aéxcroc; see Kerschensteiner, «Münchener 
Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft », 6, 1955, 60; Vilborg, Tentative grammar of 
Mycenaean Greek, 1960, 103. 
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RR CRAT GERE clio C P Z=: yas 
aorist is SOU Con 1. But in a fragment of the Thebais the form 
eUx'1o is found ', and it has been argued that this was the imperfect 
of an athematic present *eugh—tai, since its agreement with Avestan 
aog2dà showed that it was an inherited form z Whatever the 
orginal inflexion, the verb became thematic long before Homer's 
time. At Pylos we now have e——£e—-£o = ebyetot ‘ solemnly de- 
clares '?, a clear thematic formation. Moreover, the passage of 
the Thebais requires an aorist. If the form is old, we must assume 
that of the old paradigm &Óy-o-pXv éby—o-to the form edxto 
survived, although the paradigm was normalized as sv&&uyyv 
ear effovrg before Homer's time. But in view of the fact that 
cUx to occurs only once, it is much more likely that it was innovated 
on the analogy of the frequent verbs Aéyouat / aor, Aéxto, SExouce / 
aor. Séxto 4, 

We must therefore concede that, in some verbs at any rate, 
an old sigmatic aorist secondarily acquired certain forms which, 
as aresult of a normal phonetic change, lacked the characteristic s. 
In early times, 3rd sing. dexto Aexto contrasted with 3rd. plur. 
SeEato AsÉaTo, and it is possible that at that period even Ist 
sing. sauv AcbapXv, rst plur. 9e£aue9a Aefausäe, were mem- 
bers of the same paradigm. But when the forms with —o«— led 
to the generalization of the tense sign and thus the paradigm 
ScEauay | 8e&xo | ekarto | SeEapsda | 8e5x09e | ðekavto emerged, forms 
like Sexto could only be treated as less regular, and probably less 
common, variants. The fact that at Knossos Zero and Gefore 
live side by side in a rather prosaic everyday context suggests that 


t Theb. fr. 3,3, see Homeri Opera, V, ed. Th. W. Allen, 1946, 114. 

2 Schwyzer, GG, I, 679, after Wackernagel, Sprachliche Untersuchungen 
zu Homer, 1916, 173; Specht, « KZ», 63, 1936, 212. But see Duchesne-Guil- 
lemin, < Kratylos >, 7, 1962, 24. 

3 Cf. Ventris-Chadwick, Documents, 394. 

4 Frisk, GEW, I, 596, incorrectly says that the thematic present sdyouat 
is identical with Avest. aojatfe; the latter is the 3rd plural of an athematic verb — 
the only inflection known to the Avesta. Sophocles’ nöyuny (Zrachiniae 610), 
if really an aorist (Jebb thinks it is pluperfect), is a poetic venture, not a pre- 
cious survival. That this was in accord with the general trend is shown by 
noyuévog which, from the Septuagint, is used for ev&duevoo (Wackernagel, 
Sprachl. Unters., 173); cf. also Hesychius’ evypévoc: ebEduevoc. 
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the creation of a fully fledged paradigm, with ~—oa— carried through, 
cannot have been much earlier *. 

This would tend to show that a paradigm *Yevo«p.&y | *yévto 
would have found support in such models as Se€apdv/ dexto etc. 
But the assumption, and with it this kind of explanation of (&)yévto, 
breaks down on the fact that a sigmatic aorist *yevo«gv would 
have been impossible in the first place?. If an aorist was in use 
— and seeing the meaning of the verb it is inconceivable that there 
should not have been one — it could only be of the radical type. 
The question is what was its form? Since there is a perfectly good 
aorist éyéveto, one would instinctively like to reply that this must 
have been the aorist inherited from Indo-European. Although 
this view is generally discountenanced today, it is correct, as I 
shall show presently. But can this view account for a byform 
(2)yévto ?» Wackernagel thought that this was impossible and 
therefore suggested a different explanation for Éyevro 3. Pointing 
to the Sanskrit I.sg. aor. med. z7#¿ ‘I was born’ (Taittiriya- 
Brahmana), 3rd plur. ajanata (Rigveda 4, 5, 5) and aj#ata (Brah- 
mana), he suggested that the unattested 3rd sg. of this disyllabic 
root (janz—) was *ajáta, from IE *egiizo, just as sani- formed asdta. 
Interpreting xactyyntoc as containing IE *gfzo-s, with v- 
from IE *z, and assuming on the strength of the derivation of 
YXuBpóc from IE *emro- (= Skt. jZra- ‘lover, suitor’) that 
instead of vy we can also have yy, he concluded that IE *egnzo 
developed into *eyyvto and, with shortening before z -+ conso- 
nant, into €yevto: «damit ist Éyevro erklärt» 4. 


* As is known, the development of the ~ca— sign from simple -o~ is clos- 
ely paralleled by the so-called 7th aorist of Indian. There the 3. pl. adhuk-s— 
ata, for instance, was replaced by adhuk-s—anta and so a 3.sg. adhuk-s-ata could 
be created to replace the earlier eZugdha from *adhugh-s—ta; cf. Leumann, 
Morphologische Neuerungen im altind. Verbalsystem, «Mededelingen Konink, 
Akad.», 15/3, 1951, 48-9 (= 120-1); Kuryłowicz, Le VI"* aoriste indien, 
«Comptes rendus de la Société des Sciences et des Lettres de Wroclaw», 3, 
1951, 3 f. (cp. Apophonie, 164223). 

? See on this problem the text further on. 

3 Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Homer, 1916, 173-175, esp. 174. 

4 L.c., 175. 
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In spite of the persuasive argument, this interpretation is 
full of difficulties, both on the Indian and especially on the Greek 
side. In Sanskrit, from Vedic times, the usual present is 7Zyaze. 
But in early times (Veda-Brahmana) there is also a thematic 
present janati | janate, which, in form at any rate, corresponds 
to OLat. gezó ' procreate, bring forth’. The Rigveda also has 
the undeniable s—aorist (in Indian grammar -z;-aorist) forms 
3.sg. (a)janista ‘he was born’, 2.sg. janisthds (Atharva-Veda 
ajanisthas), together with the act. 3.du. janzstdm ‘ they (the two 
of them) generated’, and the middle optative 3.sg. jandsista ‘ may 
he be born’ (1.sg. jantstya, Atharva-Veda), and the 3.sg. pass. 
ajani | jani | jāni ‘was born" as well. More important is the fact 
that the Rigveda has a root-aorist in the I.sg. med. ayani ° I was 
born’ (RV 8, 6, 10). For this form shows not only that the later 
form aj#z is genetically later, that is reshaped from the earlier 
ajani, but also that aj#ata, too, is so, and that the form ajanaté 
(not ajanata, given by Wackernagel) is the true (= original) form 
of the 3.pl. aorist. This fact deserves to be stressed because gram- 
marians and lexicographers are wont to classify ajanata as a radical 
imperfect, from a second-conjugation present-stem jaz—?. But 
this stem does not exist, the only other from attributed to it 
belongs elsewhere, namely with the aorist. I mean of course the 
2.sg. imperative Zi? which occurs once, at RV 6, 15, 18, and 
is again classed as a present imperative of jam— 3. Since, besides 
the extremely frequent jdyate, it is only the thematic present 
janatijjanate that is attested reliably (by 21 occurrences in the RV), 
it is clearly impossible to set up an additional present-stem of the 
athematic type simply for the sake of two forms — both of which 
can be from the aorist *. The form ajanata is now admitted to be 


t On these see now Watkins, ZE origins of the Celtic verb, I, 1962, 103. 

? It will suffice to mention Grassmann (Wörterbuch zum Rig-Veda, 1873, 
466), and Macdonell (Vedic Grammar, 1910, 340). 

3 Grassmann, 1. c.; Macdonell, o. c., 339. 

4 Unfortunately, the time and aspect differences, usually assumed for the 
Vedic past tenses, are non-existent; see the careful work of my former pupil, 
J. Vekerdi, Oz past tense and verbal aspects in the Rgveda, «Acta Orientalia 
Acad. Hungar. a 5, 1955, 75-100, esp. 83. Add. 
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an aorist by Wackernagel (1.c.) and Geldner! and so the chances 
of the single jazzsve representing an athematic present are nil. 
It is clearly an aorist imperative, to be classed with root-accented 
mátsva vámsva etc., and not with the present vászsva etc. °. 

Accordingly, the middle aorist is represented by the following 
forms: 


indicative imperative optative 
L.sg. ajani (later aj) janisiya 
2. (a)janisthas janisva 
3. (a)janista janisista 


3.pl. ajanata (later ajfata) 


This pattern, with its mixture of forms with and without s, over- 
laid an earlier one without s, i.e. a pure radical formation of the 
following forms: 


indicative imperative 
1.5g. ajani ~ 
2.  *ajanithäs 2.sg. jani-şva 
3. — *ajanita 


3.pl. ajanata. 


The Indo-European antecedent of this inflection was: 


indicative 
Lsg. "e-gen(H)- 
3.sg. "*e-gena-to 


3.pl. *e-gen(/)-uto. 


The importance of these findings for Greek is manifest. 
The aorist šYgvóumv is not, as is usually assumed 3, an original 
imperfect (= Vedic djanata from zanate), but an inherited aorist 


* Geldner, Der Rig-Veda, I, 1951, 424, esp. fn. 5d. Cf. Oldenberg, Rgveda, 
I, 1909, 270 f.; Renou, Etudes védiques et bdninéennes, 2, 1956, 57 (« ils ont 
produit»). Oldenberg wanted to find another example of this form, janata, 
at RV, 4, 1, 1 (ġżs!), o. c., 262, but the form is generally, and rightly, regarded 
as a present imperative (2.pl.), see Geldner, o. c., 412. 

? See Macdonell, o. c., 370 and 339. 

3 E.g., Schwyzer, GG, I, 640, 690, 746; Frisk, GEW, I, 307. Add. 
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*e-gena,man. In Greek, however, phonetic development, or 
rather the morphological restructuring recently described by 
Kurytowicz', resulted in the following paradigm: 


Isg. *egena,—mdan *eyeveu ay 
2. *e—gena,—so *eYeveco 

3. *e-gen2,-to *eyevero 
I.pl. *e-—gena,-medh— *eveveneda 
2; *e—gena,—ahwe *eveve(a)de 
3. *e-gen(H,)—nto *eyeva.to 


Since in most forms the inflection was identical with that of 
the strong aorist, this pattern soon gave way to the historical 
èyevóuņnv éyéveo èyévero èyevóueða èyéveosðe &yévovvo. In other 
words, the € before the endings, representing the second vocalic 
element of the disyllabic base, was interpreted as the thematic 
vowel and therefore, where appropriate, replaced by oz 

This explanation entails the assumption that the radical 
aorist had the full-grade, in disyllabic roots that of the first vowel 
(*gena,- or *geenH,-). This is perfectly legitimate, especially as 
the present system of deponents (e.g. IE *ez— ‘lie’, *és— ' sit’, 
etc.) shows the full-grade and, at an early date, the root-aorists 
must have been simple preterites of that same system ?. On the 
other hand, it is also true that middle root-aorists, formed from 
roots that also have an active aorist, normally show the nil-grade 
(e.g. Vedic aszAat-astzta, agan—agata, akar—akyta) and even depo- 

*nents have this type (zzaz— : amata). No wonder that, as we have 
seen, Wackernagel felt justified in postulating this type of aorist 
for the disyllabic root jani- for which he posited the 3rd sg. 


* Kurylowicz, A pophonie, 204 f., esp. 206 f. 

? As is known, Couvreur (Mélanges Boisacg, 1, 1937, 207 f.) regards the 
alternation e/o as a secondary replacement of an original pattern in which only o 
appeared — in the persons where it is found later — while the other persons were 
athematic (Schwyzer's summary, GG, I, 843 ad 6835, is misleading). Even if 
this was the case in Early Indo-European, the alternation e/o was well 
established by late Indo-European times, and for Greek *èyeveuđv we cannot 
operate with this assumption. For the reshaping of an athematic aorist, 
cf. Zreuo after Eteue(t) from éreux—-t, see Specht, «KZ», 59, 1932, 56; 
Schwyzer, GG, I, 7467. 

3 Cf. Brugmann, Grundriss, II, 3, 97 f., 149 f. 


Loss of e or o 181 


*ajita*. But even if we assume an Indo-European antecedent 
*egiito, it is impossible to derive from it the post-Homeric @yevto 
as Wackernagel wished. His view was based on the assumption 
that IE *z could, among others, result in Tv, shortened to sv 
before a consonant. But the example he quoted was ill chosen. 
The equation of Y«UBoóc with Skt. jZrá—- ' suitor, lover’ is almost 
certainly untenable. The Sanskrit word has recently been connected 
with jarate ‘come’ as ‘he who comes to (the girl) ° or with 
jar- ' pay court to, woo the favour of '?. It is even possible that, 
as indicated by some modern dialects, the original form was 
*yGra—*, which would rule out any idea of connecting it with 
Greek yauBedc. 

But the derivation of yauBed¢ from *eWiros is unacceptable 
in any case. The plain fact is that there is no evidence for this 
type of development. Admittedly, the Greek prehistory and history 
of the longsonant nasals (and liquids) is much disputed 5. It has 
been assumed that # m developed into «v Su, v& pa, ava oun", 
or vX Dë, ava ua, but also v& vy vo and uč Un uo 7, or vo uo, with 


* 


vë uč as analogical substitutes ?. It is clear that only &v Xp, with 


1 This form is unattested, and the form asa/a (from saniz—), cited in sup- 
port 1s found in grammarians only. — I am not here primarly concerned with 
the Indian formations but if ajani, ajanata are reliable, the above explanation 
is unavoidable. If these two forms are dismissed — ajanata has been disputed 
and a@jani could perhaps be for an impf. ajane — only s— aorist forms are left — 
janisva can easly stand for *janis—sva — and there the full-grade is legitimate, 
cf. Kurylowicz, A pophonie, 162, 256. But it rather looks as if ajanisfa were the 
usual (secondary) replacement of an earlier asigmatic *ajantta. 

2 Bailey, «TPS», 1953, 35; cf. Burrow, «Annals of Oriental Research, 
Univ. of Madras », XIII/5, 1957, 4. 

3 Burrow, < BSOAS >b, 20, 1957, 140 (in preference to Bailey's explanation). 

4 Cf. F. B. J. Kuiper, Proto-Munda words in Sanskrit, 1948, 115, who 
suggests borrowing of a Munda word. See also Mayrhofer’s lucid report, Etym. 
Dict., I, 431. Frisk (GEW, I, 287) is non-committal. 

5 I accept the view that the phonetic developments are vx uà etc., see 
Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 196 f. (esp. 199 fn. 42); cf. now also Adrados, Estudios 
sobre las laringales indoeuropeas, 1961, 121 f., esp. 140 with fn. 2. 

6 Cf. Brugmann, Grundriss, I°, 1896, 421; Griech. Gram., 19003, Bot: 
Brugmann-Thumb, Griech. Gram., 1913*, 101 f. 

7 Schwyzer, GG, I, 361 f. 

8 Specht, « KZ >, 59, 1931, 113 f. Specht (p. 96 f.) expressly rejects Wacker- 
nagels derivation of yappóc from *gxros. 
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subsequent shortening to «v «u before a consonant, would be servi- 
ceable. But none of the limited number of etyma produced for 
this view is acceptable today. The derivation of ‘vie (Mycen. 
antja-) ‘rein’ from &vct& < *nsiyo— (from the word for ‘ nose '!) 
is given up in favour of a connection with MIr. 27s? (plur.) ‘rein’, 
Lat. ansa, i.e. from IE *ansiyo-*. The verbs x&uvo +*&uve can no 
longer be traced to *kifino— *tiino-?. Nor is Homeric &uqgaoty 
'speechlessness' evidence of a privative y (> Gu > &, according 
to Brugmann). It is simply the metrically lengthened form of 
the normal (Att.) &pact«. The interesting point is that its shape ? 
reveals that the lengthening, as suggested by Schwyzer ‘, origi- 
nally affected the consonant: &qQ«oíy became *&mqoaoín, with 
subsequent resolution of —9-— into —49-, a treatment well known 
from očußata, from and beside, o¢BBata, etc., and paralleled by 
such Homeric variants as x&ufoaAe, xau q&Aapov 5, 

However, even if &v were a possible development from IE 7, 
this would still not justify the assumption that vy could alter- 
nate with nv (œ gv). Although, as we have seen, some scholars 
admit vy as a development from IE g, there is, as far as I can see, 
no one who would be prepared to accept mv as a possible variant $, 


r Walde, in: Stand und Aufgaben der Sprachwissenschaft, 1924, 183 f. 
Cf. Frisk, GEW, 1, 637. 

2 See Schwyzer, GG, I, 693; Frisk, GEW, I, 773; and recently Cardona, 
« Language », 36, 1960, 502 f. 

3 Schulze (Quaest. epic., 141) was wrong in denying the reality of the form. 
But the assumption that &u— is the prevocalic form of the privative (Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 432; Frisk, GEW, I, 98) is also incorrect since the distribution of a/«v 
was well-known. Cf. also Chantraine, GH, I, 99; Moorhouse, Studies in the Greek 
Negatives, 1959, 47. 

4 Schwyzer, GG, I, 103 f. 

5 Cp. Schwyzer, GG, I, 231 (and « KZ», 61, 1933, 222 f). That the reso- 
lution was frequent in early times will be shown elsewhere. Cf. also Alcaeus’ 
BiBAtdecor for BiQA-, see Page, Sappho and Alcaeus, 1955, 187. 

© Specht (< KZ», 59, 1932, 97) proposed derivation of xpynuvdéc, from 
*kr,mands on the assumption that expected *xpəoumvóç, difficult to pronounce, 
suffered metathesis to xpquvóc. But, even if this were true — which in my view 
is very unlikely — it could not apply to (É)yvyvo with an easy and frequent. 
cluster. As to xpynyvéc, I do not understand what Frisk means (GEW, 1I, 16) 
when he says that xpqu— : xpguw—vvout preserve an old ablaut-variation. Is 
xpnuvóc supposed to be a lengthened-grade form? If so, what is the morpho- 
logical justification for it? 
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and thus the interpretation of čyevto on this basis is unacceptable. 

The development of an IE *zegrzo would in fact have been quite 
different. As shown by Kurylowicz', on the model of the alter- 
nation between primary vX (from *7) and secondary «va, Greek 
created the corresponding sets vy: eve, Vo ` ovo, and thus on YVNTÓG 
(in xactyvytos, with IE *2) such new forms were built as Yéveotc, 
yevetwe, etc. Accordingly, from an IE *egzzo we could expect a 
very early *Éyv&vo; but this would soon have been replaced by 
*Zyvynto or syéveto, with yeve— at first retained throughout the 
inflection ?. 

The result is clear. Whether we start from an IE *e-gena—to 
or Wackernagel's *—gi-to, the Greek form would have been éyé- 
veto, or, on the second assumption, possibly, *éyvyto. In neither 
case could post-Homeric (&)yévto be envisaged as the direct 
descendant of an Indo-European form. In addition we must note 
the improbability of the assumption that éyéveto and Zrevro 
represent two different Indo-European (!) formations. For Wacker- 
nagel’s view clearly implies that éyévevo had a different source. 
Whereas at the time of his writing the time-lag between Homeric 
éyéveto and Hesiodic éyevto may not have seemed impressive 
enough from the point of view of general chronology, today the 
fact that éyéveto is known to have been the form in Mycenaean 
(: paro—keneto = Tapayéveto)? must decide the issue. In any 
case, @yevto cannot be saved — as a formation of Indo-European 
date — by the method discussed. 

The aorist formations just examined fit in well with the general 
structure of the verb. As is known, in the Aryan group we find 
a present ‘to be born’ with the suffix ~yo— (Skt. jdyate, Avest. 
sayate*, Persian zayaq). This is not matched elsewhere? and 


* Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 195 f., esp. 206 f. 

2 Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 206, assumes ¿Yevóumv, modelled. on éxaouny. 
See p. 180, fn. 2 above. 

3 PY Ad 686. Cp. Ventris-Chadwick, Documents, 161 f.; Chadwick, «Mi- 
nos », 6, 1960, 140. 

^ Avest. zayate does not of course derive from *eggn-ye- (Bartholomae, 
Walde-Pokorny, I, 576; Walde-Hofmann, I, 599) but is shortened from zë 
yate (—Skt. jdyate), see Henning, «TPS », 1942, 49 f.; Szemerényi ap. Altheim, 
Aus Spatantike und Christentum, 1951, 158 f. 

5 Olrish —gainethar, from Zen Ave. is a late innovation; a formation of 
Indo-European date would appear as *guaye-. 
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Leumann was right in concluding‘ that it is an Aryan innovation, 
a « Kontrárbildung > to *zzryataš, in that the model of *zir-£a— 
*my-yatai produced from (Skt.) jZ-/a- the present ja-yate. The 
Indo-European present is obviously attested by Gk. "rout, 
Lat. gigno?. But these do not reflect an IE *ez-ez(2)-ó0, as is 
generally assumed. Just as from *2e/z-[*5/z- ‘fill’ the present 
was *45i-5Je—mi, so from *gena—/*gné— it was *gi-gne-mi?, and 
in the middle (intransitive) *g¢-gna-toz. The active survives in 
Lat. gzgzó while the middle developed into Gk. Yt-Yvg—to, (in 
most dialects vYíyvevat) * and, with reinterpretation of the struc- 
ture as Yt-Yv-e-1«45, the inflection became thematic; ylyvetat is 
on a par with Lea, mti(y)mAntan 6, 


* Leumann, «IF», 57, 1940, 232 =K Schr. 323. Gonda (Remarks on the 
Sanskrit Passive, 1951, 92) discusses at length the difference in accent between 
jüyate and mriydte but fails to notice that even if the accent was mfyate origi- 
nally (and thus could produce jayate), its successor zzríyafe had to change to 
mriydte, see Wackernagel, KSchv., 1108 f. Conversely, *jd@ydte would have 
become jayate, see Kuryłowicz, Accentuation?, 101. 

2 Lat. gignd shows the same transformation as szszó from *sistdmz (not 
*s¢-st-0). Cf. also crédd < —*(dhi)dhémi (Szemerényi, «Archivum Linguisticum», 
4, 1952, 49 f). Avestan zizanad— was probably ‘refilled’ from *zz-z«aà- after 
zan(i) before it could develop into *zzszZ-or *zzxszá-. Cp. also Hoffmann, 
«Münchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft », 4, 1954, 45 f. 

3 It is possible that beside the reduplicated *fzplémi *ezgnemi there 
were (later?) variants with —yo-, *2/eyó (> Lat. pleo?), *gneyó (> Olrish ein 
‘I make, do’), just as beside *stistdmd (> Yoràg) there was *stéyd (> Lat. 
std), Add. 

4 IE *ez2 developed into —yve- (instead of —yva—) as a result of morpholo- 
gical reshaping by which «Ax / tarx / TAX produced yvy / yeve | yve, while a 
fourth variant, ya, emerged in the perfect. Add. 

5 The reinterpretation of e as the thematic vowel may have been paral- 
leled by a similar reinterpretation of stem-final o. This would account for the 
puzzling forms otops— óAe— (Kurylowicz, Apophonie, 208: «attend encore la 
solution >) from otopo— *oAo-. Note also ógo—o« but òpéoua Add. 

© Since Skt. jajantz, allegedly an athematic present (!) — but irreconci- 
lable with a disyllabic base — is still widely utilized (cf. Walde-Pokorny, I, 576; 
Walde-Hofmann, I, 598, with the additional mistake of taking it for a plural), 
it Is worth pointing out that this form does not exist. It was forged by gram- 
marians on the strength of jajanat which however is a regular subjunctive of 
the perfect. Cf. K. Hoffmann, «Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft », 
4, 1954, 45 f.; Debrunner, «Indian Linguistics >, 16, 1955, 80-2; Wackernagel, 
AiGr., 1, Nachtrdge, 49 ad 83, 7 f. The active, and transitive, jamazz bears the 


Loss of e or o 185 


—— 





The principal parts can then be tabulated in the following 
form: 


act. med š 
pres. 3.sg. *o2-gne—ti *gi-gna-tot 
aor. 3.sg. ? *(e)gena—to 


There was no sigmatic aorist, either *éyévecto (to match 
ajanista) or (Jacobsohn’s) *éyev(o)to. But a 'sigmatic' by-form, 
of éyevéuyy appears in Hom. éyetwdpyy (Aeol. Yévvezo, Dor. 
éyjvato), This however is a Greek innovation, by which intran- 
sitive aorists acquired factitive variants with —s— (cf. Gëf, ` 
£néDxc«, Zo : čëotnox etc.)'. Accordingly the meaning of éyet- 
vunv is ‘I begot'*. But we must not assume a primitive form 
*éyevoaay 3, implying that the form was created before (ca.) 


same relation to *gez2— as bhavati to *bhewa— and is in order. Avestan 2énaite 
at Yasna 11, 6 (hapax, ‘emended’ to zàzaize in Geldner's text) strangely con- 
trasts with zayånzže in the same strophe if it is a 3rd plur. present middle. Bar- 
tholomae’s suggestion (Aż. Wb., 1658) that the form is modelled on zázZ- " know’ 
is hardly credible in this form. Since the reference is to the future, expressed 
in zaydute by the prospective subjunctive, a present zémaize would in any 
case be odd. I suggest therefore that, if the plural is required, the correct read- 
ing is zaza77e, the 3rd plural subjunctive (cf. yaojamte) of the athematic aorist 
corresponding to Vedic 3rd pl. ind. ajanata (i.e. = Vedic *janante). It is, how- 
ever, possible that in the first part the verb agrees with the first subject and the 
singular is sufficient; in that case zanate is correct. The form zázaz/e certainly 
cannot reflect an IE *eg,za-zz- (Walde-Hofmann, I, 599; cf. also Puhvel, Zazyz- 
geals and the Indo-European Verb, 1960, 21), just as Greek yevvde is not trans- 
formed from the same basic form (Walde-Pokorny, I, 576); conversely, Avest. 
zan- is not a more archaic type than zazZ- (Puhvel, oc, 69) but one of the 
numerous cases of Avestan shortening. 

* Cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 756; Chantraine, GH, I, 393. 

2 The intransitive use of éyelvato (= éyéveto!) by Eratosthenes and 
Callimachus shows that the original meaning had been lost. 

3 Wackernagel (Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Homer, 175) rightly stres- 
sed that an inherited *£yevoxu&v would be incorrect for an additional reason: 
the disyllabic root would require yeve-, not yev-. But the remedy offered, a 
primitive *g#-s— is just as bad, since it cannot yield the result needed (cer- 
tainly not *yev-c—), and it is very unlikely that there was such an aorist. Skt. 
janista is, as he says, an innovation but, I would add, only to the extent that 
*Jani-ia was replaced by jazi—-s-/z in the same way as amata *amnata were 
superseded by amamasta amamsata etc. 
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1500 B.C., by which time s had been aspirated. Since the pattern 
was in great use down to the Hellenistic period, the intr. éyevépyy 
was a sufficient basis on which to build a trans. &£yew&umv (èyev- 
vuv | Zrawdu av). But the form is certainly poetic, i.e. epic, and 
the existence of epic YštvóuEevoç, the metrically lengthened form 
of Yevóusvoc, may have helped the creation of éyew&umv (and 
Aeolicized Yevvóuevog that of Yšvveo):. 

Since epic yévto ‘he seized’ has, perhaps inevitably, been 
brought into the discussion of (É)yévvo ‘he was born’, I must 
say a few words about it. It is obviously connected with Cyprian 
ÜYYeuoc" suAAaBH, andyeue-Kpedxe, and the present yéuo is well- 
known, although its meaning has changed considerably . Less 
obvious is the explanation of the formation of yévto, On the face 
of it, it is an athematic middle aorist (*gem-—to); others have inter- 
preted it in the light of Aéxvo (*gemi—s-£o, like *Aey—o—to), while 
Wackernagel assumed, as in the case of yévto ‘he was born’, a 
primitive form *gii-to>. The athematic *gem-to, whether taken 
for a primitive imperfect or a true aorist, remains inexplicable: 
the thematic verb cannot have had this type of aorist. The sig- 
matic aorist is just as impossible since, while, in the stop-type, 
*Aeyoto regularly gave Aéxto, *YsuoTo could only have resulted 
in *yeoto; analogical influence is also unpromising. Finally, the 
primitive form *gii-to presupposes a disyllabic root and for this 
there is no evidence whatever. 

Oddly enough, although it is admitted that yévto belongs 


t The derivation of (unattested!) yefvoue. from *genyomai (still reported 
in LS 7) was due to the enthusiasm for all matters Sanskrit but /Zya£e cannot 
be matched by *yev—yo—. Schwyzer still lists the form with the —yo— presents 
(GG, I, 715), although he prefers to regard it (fn. 13) as a variant of vyi(y)vo- 
wat. But Schulze had demonstrated that the forms were aoristic (Quaest. epic., 
183-191) and therefore metrical lengthening from yevóuevoç (and in the single 
Yewóus9) is unavoidable; cf. Chantraine, GH, I, 99, 393. Specht (< KZ», 66, 
` 1939, 204 f) was wrong in assuming for vewóucvog a thematic present *yé- 
youd. 

2 On the etymon see p. 170, fn. 4 above. For ‘ take > be full’, compare 
the well-known uses of Lat. capit and modern capacity, capacious, etc., which 
present the connecting link. 

3 Cp. Schwyzer, GG, I, 102", 324, 679; Chantraine, GH, I, 297, 384; Frisk, 
GEW, 1, 297; Wackernagel, Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Homer, 1916, 175. 
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with ët, no questions are asked about the difference in voice. 
Yet, an active Yéuo must have had an active aorist. Now a verb 
that appears in the pure stem-form in the present, must have had 
a sigmatic aorist, and this must be posited as *(e)gé@msm/*(e)gémss| 
*(e)gemst which developed into *Ëymue | *Ëygvç | *Évevc in the first 
place and was then reshaped to *&ynua / *Eyevc | *Éyev(x) *.. Once 
these forms are posited it becomes clear that this aorist is well 
attested: it is the ‘mysterious’ aorist of the verb Y«géo?. If the 
stem bad been a disyllabic Y«ps-, the aorist would have been 
*Yáueoox, just as éuéw forms peca, Since the normal verbal 
„adjective *yavté¢ or *Y«*óc would have been unrecognizable, it 
was replaced by Y&u—s-tóç which can no more prove a disyllabic 
base than do dvdoyetog pevetég oxedetég doxetés etc. *. The 
original alternation between lengthened-grade *(e)gémsi in the 
singular, but nil-grade in the (dual and) plural, *(e)gm—s—mmen 
*(e\em—s—te *(e)gm—s—nt, was responsible for further changes. In 
all dialects, apart from Aeolic, the plural forms resulted in *éya- 
Hogg *éyaoce *£yaua(v) which was naturally leveled to ZërëuatUeu 
*éyapaTe Sërëtalvl, This.led to a differentiation between Sërauo / 
*Éyevc | *éyev ‘I seized’ etc. on the one hand, and *£y&y« / *Éy&pac | 
*Évr&ue ‘I took (for wife)’ on the other. The later development 
of the full paradigm of Y«u£o does not concern us here?. What 
is relevant to our discussion is the fate of *Éyqux ‘I seized’. Since 


LÀ 


t On the inflexion, see Schwyzer, GG, I, 751; Risch, Festschrift M. Vasmer, 
1956, 424f., esp. 428. On the lengthened grade, see Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 
159f., 272. As will be shown elsewhere, there are several other cases in which 
the inherited lengthened grade survives in the Greek aorist. 

2 It is strange that Schwyzer should have been persuaded (GG, I, 720!?) 
that ‘ to make go’ (from flavo, IE *e'"e5;-1) would be semantically attractive. 
Where is such a description of the act found? In Greek we have &yeo9«t for this 
notion (as in Latin ZZcere, German heimfihren, etc.), but the commonest ex- 
pression surely is ‘ to take a wife’; apart from the Germanic languages, compare 
Slavic brake € Yy&uoç > from Bere-[bora— ‘ take’. Add. 

3 Specht, « KZ », 59, 1932, 96, followed by Frisk, GEW I, 288. 

4 See Schwyzer, GG, I, 502. 

5 But it is worth pointing out that there seems to be a preference for 
Zeeche in the present but vue in the aorist. This would suggest that the 
other tenses were influenced by the aoristic yap—. The present yapéw certainly 
is based on the noun y&poc, which is either *gmnos or, more likely, *yóuoç 
altered to Y%uoç after *yap—. Add. 
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the present Yéuo, moving in the direction of its historical meaning, 
came to be dissociated from *éynua, the latter became a defective 
aorist with all the attendant difficulties that that entailed, 
including its final disappearance. Homeric Yévto, its only trace, 
is obviously ‘ enlarged’ from 3.sg. *Éysv. In other words, the 
athematic active form acquired a corresponding middle form 
by simply adding —to. The ‘doublets’ *8yev : Éyevro bore the 
same relation as ÉA«e : ZA&e—co, ele ; £o. 

To sum up. The aorist of yfyvowe., continuing an IE *(e)gena- 
Zo or, less likely, *(e)gf#-—¢o, could not appear in any form other 
than éyéveto; there is no room for an inherited variant Éyevro 
from IE *(e)ge»-zo because the latter could not have arisen in 
the disyllabic base" Nor is there any model in Greek itself that 
could have produced an analogical change from &yéveto to čyevto. 

In these circumstances we are forced to conclude that Éyevco, 
first used by Hesiod but unknown to Homer, is developed from 
(&)yévero, used by Homer and in Mycenaean times, by a phonetic 
process, by syncope ^ Here again, we find that the form is 
extremely frequent, that the syncopated vowel is flanked by a 
nasal and a stop, and that it is not accented. The fact that only 
this single form is syncopated is paralleled by the same kind of 
restriction visible in the development of éotat from &o(c)etat 
or TÉvvat (*téATAL) from TéAETaL, 


9) Eustathius reports that Aleman used the form xévto for 
(&)xéAeto 3, It is quite clear that —vt— is from —t- and so the 
immediate antecedent of xévto is xéAvo, It would also seem clear 
that xéAto is shortened from (&)xéActo. But Schwyzer is once 
again prepared to operate with an athematic formation * although 
there is not the faintest trace of this inflexion otherwise, either in 
Greek or outside 5. Wackernagel assumed a primitive form with 
Z — an athematic root-aorist *Z//o or a sigmatic aorist with s lost, 


* This is ignored by Meillet, « BSL », 32, 1931, 98. 
2 Cf. de Saussure, Mélanges Graux, 747°. 

3 Cf. Bergk, fr. 141. 

4 Schwyzer, GG, I, 678. 

5 Cp. Frisk, GEW, I, 8175. 
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*2](s)\to — which, he thought, developed into gi". However, the 
difficulties are insuperable. Even if xéAouat were connected with 
xxo, as is assumed by Wackernagel, and thus a disyllabic root 
might seem justified, the development of / to ei would still be 
unacceptable. Moreover, as Alcman's xévto is said to be for x£Aero, 
we have no reason to assume that it was an aorist. We must 
accept the statement as it is and that means that xévto is an imper- 
fect, and since xeAduny, xéAeTo are well attested in Homer, we 
can only infer that Alcman’s form is shortened from the latter ?. 

It could still be argued, perhaps, that the form, known from 
Alcman only, might be a poetic licence. Against this stands the 
fact that xévvo, if not current in the dialect, would have been so 
far removed from the only regular form xéAeto that the poet 
could hardly have ventured it. That only the 3rd singular was 
shortened is paralleled by Cyrenaean tévtat which, as we have seen, 
represents the local development of téAetat with the same changes 
as are involved in xévto, We must therefore conclude that (in 
Laconian) (&)xéAeto was syncopated to (&)xéAto which then deve- 
loped into xévto. The syncope again took place between a liquid 
and a stop. 


10) The 2nd plural imperative 9épte occurs once in the whole 
of extant Greek literature, at Mad 9,171, where Nestor instructs 
his servants: 


pépte òè yspciv bdwo, cvpnuyoul te xércode. 


The form is odd because, on the face of it, it is athematic, whereas 
all other forms of the verb are thematic, and the imperative itself 
appears elsewhere (ZZ. 17,718) as pépet (e), in full agreement with 
the other forms of the imperative, i.e. pepe qepévo, not *qép *qépra. 
The alternative pépet (e) also shows how easy it was for the poet 
to deal with the tribrach. This certainly suggests that qépce 


* Wackernagel, Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Homer, 175'. Specht, 
« KZ», 59, 1932, 88, has some reservations although they are not specified. 

? I am glad to be in agreement with Risch, «Museum Helveticum », 11, 
1953, 34, who also regards this as a «jüngere Kürzung », as did Sommer ( K7:- 
tische Eriduterungen, 160) before us. I 
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cannot be due simply to an effort to press its recalcitrant shape 
into the metre. l 

For this reason it is generally thought that qépve presents so- 
mething archaic, an athematic form — a view that can be regarded 
as the communis opinio today" It is reinforced by the observation 
that similar athematic forms are found in Vedic (3.sg. pres. bharti), 
Iranian, but especially in the Latin inflection fers fert fertis etc. 
Most scholars would seem to assume the survival of "(some forms 
of) an original athematic paradigm but Meillet thought that the 
combination in the Latin paradigm of thematic fero ferimus ferunt 
with athematic fer-s fer—£ fer—tis represented the original state of 
affairs, an inflection in which the forms that later appear with the 
thematic vowel o were thematic while those which later have the 
thematic vowel e were athematic; Gk. qép:e and Vedic karti 
were isolated survivals from that period °. 

This theory was further developed by Bonfante who discovered 
the distribution of thematic and athematic forms seen in ferð in 
other paradigms, too, such as sum es est sumus estis sunt, edo és 
est edimus estis edunt?. The fact that, in Latin, the old athematic 
verbs ‘kept’ the athematic inflection where the thematic type 
had the thematic vowel —-, but changed to the thematic inflection 
where the latter had the link-vowel —o—, had been noticed before 
by Vendryés who viewed in this light Latin sum edo feró uolo, 
and even ed, and pointed to similar facts in other languages *. 


——— 


r This view is held, without reservations, by, e.g. Meillet-Vendryés, Zraz- 
Zé de grammaire comparée des langues classiques, 19532, 179; Chantraine, Mor- 
phologie?, 269, GH, I, 309; Schwyzer, GG, I, 643, 678; Walde-Hofmann, I, 484; 
Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym., 19594, 227; Palmer, The Latin Language, 
1954, 269f.; I. M. Tronskij, ZsZorzces&aja grammatika latinskogo jazyka, Moscow 
1960, 254 (and p. 8); with some hesitation: Kieckers, Historische lateinische 
Grammatik, IY, 1960 (reprint), 322. Further references will be given below. 

2 Meillet, « BSL», 32, 1931, 197 f. 

3 Bonfante, « BSL», 33, 1932, 111—129 (sum); 34, 1933, 133-139 (Seuxv0o); 
« Emerita >, I, 1933, 102 f. (Osc. manafum); «Glotta», 22, 1934, 289 f. (edo); 
« Word p, I, 1945, 138 f., 151 f. 

* Vendryès, «IF», 26, 1909, 134-138. But his starting point is mani- 
festly wrong: the Olrish paradigm ‘ to go’, r.sg. #agu, 1.pl. Zagsn, 3.pl. Ziagz, 
but 3.sg., 2.pl. ¿Ziz is not based on the alternation of Zog - (from IE *stezgh-) 
in the forms with thematic vowel —o— with *2@d- (from *Ze-(f)emt-l) in the 
others; this alleged suppletive stem is non-existent, Zei? is, in all probability, 
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Nevertheless, the theory breaks down on szzz itself. An original 
paradigm I.sg. *som, I.pl. *somos, 3.pl. *sonte', instead of *esmi, 
*smos, *senti, remains unacceptable. To reject the testimony 
of Skt. asmi, Avest. ahmi, Hittite esmi, Armen. em, Gk. up etc., 
Slav jesmo, Gothic zm, Olrish am(m), and declare that Lat. sum 
and Oscan søm alone represent the primeval state of affairs, runs 
counter to all established principles of comparative grammar and 
even the most subtle distinction between area maggiore and area 
piu isolata will fail to make impression. Even Pedersen, who was 
prepared to accept Lat. sum at face-value and trace it to *so—, 
admitted that this form was hardly inherited, «da es fest steht > 
that ‘I am’ was *eszzz in Indo-European 2. It is quite clear that 
Latin sum and sumus, perhaps even sunt, must be understood 
as deviant developments from IE *eszzz, *smos (*sentz), dictated by 
certain difficulties that arose as a result of phonetic developments ?. 
In other words, since *eszzz and *smos would have developed into 
Të: (*ém?) and *mos, the speakers sought to remedy this perilous 
situation. In their attempt to retain the consonants —sm—/sm-, 
the speakers were forced to introduce a vowel whose timbre was 
determined by the labial character of zz, and thus was o, just as 
the velar Z allowed only o (cf. pocolom etc), The alternative way 


simply from */égid, the same stem as appears in Ziag- (see Pedersen, Verglei- 
chende Grammatik der keltischen Sprachen, Yl, 1913, 647), especially as the 2.sg. 
Zeg? is from the same stem (zdéd. I 58). The (exceptional) development is under- 
standable in a form of high frequency. Bergin's suggestion (« Ériu », 12, 1938, 
227-9; cf. Thurneysen, Grammar of Old Irish, 473; Watkins, Indo-European 
Origins of the Celtic Verb, 1, 1962, 1617; « Ériu », 19, 1962, 28") seems to me a 
pis aller both morphologically and semantically. 

* Bonfante, « BSL >, 33, 116; « Word», 1, 138 f. See also Hirt, 7zdoger- 
manische Grammatik, V, 1928, 145. 

? Pedersen, Hittitisch und die anderem indo-europaischen Sprachen, 1938, 
83. But his remark that « wenn der Typus aber nicht schon existiert hätte, 
wäre die Neubildung unverständlich » is untrue, see the text further on. — Cou- 
vreur (Mélanges Boisacg, 1, 1937, 216 f.) opined that Lat, edd: Hitt. edmi were 
«également anciens», as also Lat. *som: Hitt. esmi. 

3 I have discussed these problems in detail in an article on « Latin sum » 
published in 1946 in the Hungarian periodical « Egyetemes Philológiai Kóz- 
lóny» (= EPhK) 69, 82-90, which, on account of language difficulties, has 
remained unknown, although a brief note appeared in «Classical Review », 
62, 1948, 93. 
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out, apparently much more natural, to introduce the full stem 
*es—, was of no use, since *eszzos would have presented the same 
difficulties as *esmz, whereas *estes for *sfe(s) was perfectly satis- 
factory. Hence *szzos* was gradually replaced by *somos, and 
*esmt gave way to *es-o-mi and later, perhaps partly under the 
influence of *somos, to *somi?. The form *esoz might be thought 
to find support in Varro's esum, if this can be accepted as real š. 

The view that the replacement of *esmz/*smos was due to 
the difficulties created by the development of the cluster sz; has 
important consequences concerning both the chronology of the 
Latin phenomenon and the dialectal forms. First of all, it is 
reasonable to assume that the development of *esmz to *émi 
was linked with the voicing of s in certain environments and 
therefore could not have been much earlier than the Latin rhota- 
cism, i.e. the middle of the fourth c. B.C. This is confirmed by 
the fact that Livius Andronicus (fragm. trag. 39) still uses dusmö 
for dümö and especially by COSMIS (> cémis) in the Duenos- 
inscription, + soo B.C. 

This rules out the explanation that, since Lat. swam and Oscan 
súm guarantee an «Uritalisch > *som, the change from *esmz to 
*som (through *esm > *esem) must have taken place before 
1000 B.C. 4. 


t An IE *syzos, suggested as a by-form of the only established form 
*smos by v. Wijk («IF », 18, 1905, 49 f., esp. 55) cannot be accepted. Add. 

2 Going by ed from *ey—ó for *ez-mi, edd for *ed—mni, one might have ex- 
pected Zerë, buth this form was not attempted (or was at once abandoned), 
obviously because esó was already in use as the subjunctive, later future. 

3 Varro, De lingua latina, IX, roo (ed. G. Goetz-F. Schoell, roro, 170): 
«sum quod nunc dicitur olim dicebatur esum et in omnibus personis constabat, 
quod dicebatur esum es est, eram eras erat, ero eris erit; sic huiusce modi cetera 
servare analogiam videbis». It is difficult to decide whether org is pure 
forgery (Jordan, Kritische Beiträge zur Geschichte der lateinischen Sprache, 
1879, 136 f.; Sommer, Handbuch”, 528; Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.*, 
665) or a survival; it is certainly not an Indo-European survival (Lagercrantz, 
Indogermanisches Pradikativ, «Uppsala Universitets Arsskrift », 1933/3, 36 f.), 
but Sommer’s reason — that Oscan sz proves < uritalisch > *sozz not *esom — 
is imaginary, see the text further on. 

4 Sommer, Handbuch?, 528. Although there is no early form with final 
-4 preserved, it is very unlikely that Zen? could have syncopated to *esy so 
early. 
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For the change of initial sm- to m—, on the other hand, there 
is no evidence at all. In other words, the change seems to have 
occurred before the time of our records, say 500, or even 600, B.C. 
It follows therefore that, although we can give no absolute date, 
the form *szzos became difficult, and therefore called for remedy, 
long before the form *esmz. This means that the new *somos 
was created when *esmz was still in use, and when *esz (or *ezmz) 
began to create difficulties, it followed the model of the existing 
*somos. 

In the Italic dialects neither sm- nor —sz&- were affected. 
Umbrian esmei «huic»; pusme «cui» show this for the internal 
group, and szata «umecta» makes it virtually certain for the 
initial position. For Oscan no direct evidence seems to exist, but 
the behaviour of sz in fZismZ € fanum » proves that, in this respect, 
Oscan was no different from Umbrian '. 

We are thus led to the conclusion that in the Italic dialects 
there was no reason why the inherited *esze *smos should not 
survive. Yet, even in Oscan we find súm. But a closer look at the 
geographical distribution reveals some interesting points. The 
form súm is attested at Capua, Herculaneum, Nola and at Monte 
Farano in the territory of the Frentani?; at Capua we also have 
est?, On the other hand, a r.sg. sim appears at Saticula* and a 
3.sg. Zeë is the form of the Cippus Abellanus 5. For the 3rd plural 
only the form sezz (variant spelling sez) seems attested ?. The 
most interesting deviation is presented by Zei which theoretically 
can be from *¿s#¿ or *és¢z. But the latter form, though favoured 
by some scholars 7, is inadmissible. The fact that in edd we do 
have an alternation *¿Z-Jëd- does not justify the assumption of 
a similar alternation of *és—/és— for which no justification can be 


* Cf. Buck, Grammar of Oscan and Umbrian, 1904, 75. 

? See Vetter, Handbuch der italischen Dialekte, Y, 1953, nos. 83, (92 f ?), 
97, 102 (Capua); 117 (Nola); 107 (Herculaneum); 172 (Monte Farano). 

3 Vetter, nos. 84, 85. 

4 Vetter, nos. 126, 127, 128, 130, to which I would add 138. 

5 Seven times, see Vetter, no. I. 

$ Capua (Vetter, nos. 81, 84, 85); Pompei (28); Teanum Sidicinum (124); 
Agnone (147), Abella (1). 

7 E.g., Buck, Grammar of Oscan and Umbrian, 166; Bonfante, «Glotta », 
22, 1934, 293 f. 
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found’. The form *¿s#, on the other hand, can be understood 
as the result of assimilation from IE *esti (cf. Germanic *zsz)*, 
probably in connection with similar developments in the other 
persons, i.e. zss(Z) from *es-sz and *(z)szz&(7) from *es—mz. In the 
I.Sg. *esmz we have anaptyxis which leads to the development 
of a vowel corresponding to the final — (*eszmz), from which the 
attested szm developed by pressure of the paradigm in which 
only disyllabic, and later only monosyllabic forms were found 
in the 2nd and 3rd singular. This suggests that the solution to 
I.sg. 52472 must be sought on the same lines. But here the pressure 
of r.pl. *szzos was decisive. This form developed, by anaptyxis, 
into *somos, changing the inherited *eszzz to *esom7, later reshaped 
to *somi>. The difference between *estmz and *somos corresponds 
to that in akenei | acunum, comenei | comono; the development 
*estmt is paralleled by $zszis from *postris < *post(e)rios, 
Safinim from *Safnim < *Safniom *. 

While, in Oscan, anaptyxis is very frequent, in Latin it is 
much more limited, although, as shown by such cases as OLat. 
mina, dracuma etc., it goes beyond the generally recognized instan- 
ces of —culo— —bulo— from -clom —blom. Reinforced by the wish 
to keep the constituents of the cluster sz; separate, the solution 
was determined by the labial zz (cf. dracuma, Alcumena). The 
reduction of *esomi to *somz (or Oscan *estmz to *stmz) is paral- 
leled in other languages. Thus in the inscriptions of Asoka one 
of the developments of Sanskrit asmi is sumi, almost identical 


* The isolated Eilean ¿hoto has nothing to do with Indo-European ablaut; 
see Schwyzer, GG, I, 678; Buck, Greek Dialects, 128. 

2 An assimilation of this kind explains Oscan Zz#z = inim from *enim = 
Lat. enim. Buck (Grammar of Oscan and Umbrian, 150) again prefers *énim 
with an inexplicable length. 

3 J am inclined to think that Oscan søm is an indigenous development, 
just as szm is. But it is not impossible that szm was influenced by Latin. Its 
appearance at Monte Farano (Vetter, no. 172) is paralleled by agerd/id in the 
same inscription which hardly stands for agerulud (Vetter, l. c.) — the form 
would be odd — but is a mixture of Lat. age//us with the stem-form agr—. — 
For a more remote connection of Oscan sum with Latin sum (via Ausonic), 
see A. Braun, « Atti del Istituto Veneto », 93, 1934, 1036. 

4 For the phenomena of anaptyxis, see Buck, Grammar of Oscan and 
Umbrian, 1904, 52 f. 
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with the Latin form. Even closer parallels are offered by the 
Slavic languages. The early paradigm jesmb jesi jesto jesmo jeste 
sote reflects the Indo-European paradigm, except that in the Ist 
and 2nd plural the full stem was introduced, as in Gk. éopév &oa£. 
But this paradigm has been reshaped in most Slavic languages. 
Thus in Modern Bulgarian the paradigm is sem st e, sme ste sa (so) °. 
Al persons are reduced to a monosyllabic pattern, so that the 
initial je- is lost in all, except the 3.sg. The Ist sg. jesmo, still 
attested in the 17th c., became jesam and eventually (7e)sem. 
Similarly, a monosyllabic pattern is achieved in Slovene: səm sz 
Je(st), smo ste so?. In these and other Slavic paradigms, the general 
trend to produce an isosyllabic, mostly monosyllabic, pattern is 
unmistakable. 

Finally, the reduction of *esomi to *som was no doubt speeded 
up by such phrases as *#ésomi(ne-esomi), egó(e)soms ^. 

Returning now to ferdé/ pépo, we must emphasize that, in 
contrast to such verbs as *esmi *edmit *welmi, the root *dher— 
is thematically inflected in all the Indo-European languages that 


r Cf. Mehendale, Historical Grammar of inscriptional Prakrits, Poona 
1948, 23, 26. 

2 Vondrák, Vergleichende slavische Grammatik, IL, 19287, 212 f.; Mladenov, 
Geschichte der bulgarischen Sprache, 1929, 253; L. Beaulieux, Grammaire de la 
langue bulgare, 1950°, 324. 

3 Vondrák, o. c., 213. 

* The above explanation avoids the necessity of assuming an unlikely form 
*semos (Sommer, Handbuch, 528; Pisani, Grammatica latina storica e compara- 
tiva, 1949, 291), with e before the m—ending. The 3rd plural was originally 
*senti (Oscan = Umbrian sez; Old Irish ZZ, Ad < *senti; Gmc. sind; Gk.2-evtt), 
on which see the excellent discussion by Strunk, « Glotta », 38, 1960, 203 f., and 
Cowgill, in: Evidence for Laryngeals 131. But its transformation into *sonti, 
is not dependent on *somos as is shown by the fact that Slavic soze also replaced 
an inherited *se# (M. Weingart, in Prace Baudouin de Courtenay, 1921, 25-30), 
although it never had a model *7esozs to follow. The fact is that, once —ez(z) 
became established as the 3rd pl. ending of the Latin future, type agent, forms 
like the present *edent(i) *w(o)lent(z) became impossible, and had to be replaced 
by *edont(2) *wolont(z), eventually even *sonti. The change was facilitated by 
the fact that even the athematic verbs originally formed their participle with 
(ablauting) —oez£-, cf. uolunt-ds and i-óv š—Ov, Lat. sont-. But the decisive 
factor was *Zhewo with the regular forms 1.pl. dhewomos, 3.pl. bhewonti, peple. 
*5hewont- which produced song. : *sonti and'on the Slavic side soz¢—: soze (soze). 
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present it. There is not one language in which a r.sg. *dhermi 
were attested, all reflect *ZZeró. And since the alleged semi- 
thematic inflection is generally suspect, we must now examine 
on what evidence the assumption of athematic or semi-(a)the- 
matic inflection rests’. 

It will be simplest to start with the Avestan forms. At Yasna 
33, 9d, most manuscripts have the reading daratd, and Bartho- 
lomae interpreted it as *dartu, an athematic 3.sg. imperative 2. 
But the metre demands a trisyllabic form, and therefore baratu 
must be read, the form presented by several manuscripts, among 
them the «carefully copied» Z2 of the India Office?. Another 
example of athematic inflection is bavatgm or barətgm, the latter 
being Bartholomae's choice as Jartam*. But the metre again 
demands a trisyllabic form and Duchesne-Guillemin (I. c.) rightly 
reads éaratám 5. Bartholomae’s third form, which even he thought 
worthy of a question-mark, aóaz2 at Yašt 14,59, is too corrupt 
for any interpretation; it certainly cannot prove an (Aryan) athe- 
matic imperfect (or aorist?) *dhar—t°. 

It is to be hoped that Iranian will cease to be quoted as 
supporting an athematic inflection of *dzerv-. But no more con- 
vincing is the Indian case. To be sure, the Rigveda does present 
the 3.sg. present karti twice, at I 173, 6 (bhdrti svadhavün opasám 
iva dyim) and VI 13, 3 (wipro ví panér bharti vüjam), Wacker- 
nagel added one further instance, the 2. dual imperative bhartém 


* The evidence is most fully marshalled by Wackernagel, « IF », 45, 1927, 
320 f. = KSchr. 1260 f. 

2 Bartholomae, 42. H/2., 942, fn. I. 

3 The reading daratu is advocated by Duchesne-Guillemin, « Journal Asia- 
tique», 1936, 244; Gray apud Boníante, « Word », 1, 1945, 152; Humbach, 
Die Gathas des Zarathustra, 1, 102, II, 41; it had been adopted by Bartholomae, 
too, at an earlier stage. Oddly enough, Wackernagel (l. c., 320!) accepted the 
metrical argument but, instead of recognizing aratu, wished to introduce 
<> «..bartu. 

4 See AJ: Hië, 942, fn. 9. 

5 Cf. also Gray, l.c. 

6 Bartholomae, Az.H/08., 942, fn. 23. Lommel (Die Vasts des Awesta, 


1927, 142) interpreted it as a I. sg., which is certainly more reasonable than 
Gray's attempt (l. c.) to find a 3rd plural perfect darr or bhrr in it. 
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from the Taittirīya Samhità (4, 1, 3,2: bhartém agnim purisyam 
«bringt das im Erdboden befindliche Feuer»), which appears 
as bhytém in the Vajasaneyi Samhità. 

Thus there are altogether two forms claimed as representatives 
of an earlier athematic inflection’. They could only be vestigial 
forms of an inflection long vanished since the Rigveda itself, and 
with it all subsequent literature, knows dhardmi as an unwa- 
vering thematic verb. In the Rigveda alone, forms of the the- 
matic dhardémi occur more than 200 times. As concerns the athe- 
matic forms quoted, it is to be noted that the thematic 3.sg. dha- 
rati occurs eight times and in the imperative we find 2.sg. bhara 
(very frequent), 2.pl. dzarata (frequent), 2.du. bhavatam (I 109, 7), 
3.du bharatém (AV), 3.pl. bharantu (AV). In these circumstances 
it is legitimate to ask whether the two occurrences of karti (as 
against eight instances of bharati) and the late bhartam or bhrtam 
(as against the early d4aratam) can really be accepted as witnesses 
of an early athematic inflection. Particularly unconvincing is the 
interpretation of dhartam or bhytam since this can easily be an 
aorist imperative and thus does not affect the issue; cf. kérta 
which cannot possibly be a present imperative ^. But even 
bharti is very unlikely to present a Proto-Indoeuropean form 
— assuming that all thematic verbs once had the athematic 
inflection. An instructive parallel is presented by the 3.sg. pres. 
varti (= vart-ti), a hapax found at RV VIII 6, 38, but matched 
by a corresponding 2.pl. varta (= vart-ta) at I 165, 14, and by 
the imperfect forms dvart (parydvart) and (a)urtran. It would be 
just as easy to claim these forms as relics of the athematic inflection 
of a bygone age, contrasting with the ‘normal’ thematic varta-, 
represented also by Lat. «ero, Goth. wairhba. Now, beside the 
present-stems varta- vart-, we have the reduplicated vavart— which, 
as a third-conjugation verb, is naturally athematic; cf. 3.sg. pres. 
vavarti (= va-vart-ii), 3.pl. impf. avavytran. It seems quite clear 


1! Wackernagel (l. c., 3217 = 1261") was inclined to suspect that the hapax 
karmi (at RV, 1, 61, 1) replaced dharmi, but this has not met with approval. 
Schwyzer, GG, I, 678, quotes Skt. 4drza but this is only due to his desire to 
match oëpre and Lat. ferte; the form is not attested. 

2 Very instructive are Hoffmann’s results on gathá and other forms in 
«Münchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft», 2, 1957?, 128 f. 
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that avrtran is ventured on the model of avavytran and varti follows 
vavartt. But bhardmi also has a reduplicated variant d¢bharmt, 
and there can be little doubt that the isolated karti is not a 
Proto-Indoeuropean survival but an Indian innovation made 
possible by the existence of bibkarti '. 

If then Aryan offers no reliable evidence of an athematic 
*óher-mi? the whole burden of proof rests on Italic, especially 
Latin. Now whereas in Greek there is only the single form ¢épte 
to suggest an athematic inflection and in Sanskrit only karti, 
in Latin there is a large number of forms that can be classed as 
athematic. Not only do we have fers fert fertis in the present, we 
also have fer ferto ferte in the imperative, ferris fertur in the passive, 
ferre ferrz in the infinitive, and ferrem ferrer in the impf. sub- 
junctive. It is quite clear that not all of these can be inherited athe- 
matic forms, and that means that Latin must have innovated to 
a considerable degree. The passive infinitive is clearly from *ferz 
but that is no different from the thematic agz. The question is 
whether it is any more necessary to trace ferrem ferre to athematic 
fer-sé—n fer-st, etc. 

The athematic verbs, as is known, show one further peculia- 
rity in Latin. Reliably established athematic verbs show traces 
of, or continue to use, the old athematic optative. Cf. edim uelim 
sim (stem) duim?. But there is no trace of *ferim | feris | ferit, etc., 
although there was no reason why it should be avoided. The sub- 
junctive is feram | ferds etc., confirmed by Umbrian ferar, and this 
is only compatible with a thematic inflection. Even more important 


* Many of the cases recorded in Sanskrit (see Whitney, Roots, 211 f.) are 
equally unlikely and will no doubt disappear in due course. A promising start 
has been made by K. Hoffmann in the article quoted above. 

2 It is rather strange to read that Aën and qépre are exclusively Vedic 
and Homeric respectively and were replaced «in later stages of these langua- 
ges» by thematic Jkdrati and qépeve (e Word», I, 1945, 151, fn. 19), since, 
as we have seen, ó#azz#¿ and óharatz coexist in the Rigveda as do ọépta and géperte 
in Homer. 

3 This is simply the old *dé—yéem | dé-imos, as will be shown elsewhere. The 
verb ‘ to go" offered special difficulties: *Z-ye—»]/*z——mos would, in the normal 
course of development, have led to Za | 7mos (cf. uelim | uelimus, edim | edimus, 
sim] simus) and thus coincided with the indicative in most forms (cf. Meillet, 
«MSL », 17, 1912, 197); the way out was *e( y)-à- etc. 
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is the observation, made by Meillet', that the athematic optative. 
is unknown to the other languages, too; the thematic optative 
is presented by Sanskrit JAaret, Avestan bardit, Greek qépot, Slav 
beri (ber2te), Gothic &azraz. Taken in conjunction with these external 
facts, the absence of an athematic optative in Latin can no longer 
be shrugged off and explained away as due to early replacement *. 

In view of these facts we are forced to return to the old posi- 
tion and regard the thematic inflection of ferð as the original. The 
forms fers fer? etc. are due to Latin syncope, particularly easy in 
a verb that was so frequently used š. 

None of the other languages proves the existence of an Indo- 
European athematic *ġker-mi, not even that of a semi-thematic 
*bhero| bherti. Homeric qépve has to be judged in its own context *, 
and there it can only represent an optional syncopation. Once 
more the factors facilitating the process were the environment 
(r-t) and the absence of accent. 


11) The verbs Ogetkw and ó9Awx&vo are almost identical 
in meaning (‘ owe, have to pay‘) but have different sets of parts 
in historical times. The former has the future 69eAqow, aorist 
Qgetanoa, perfect @petAnua, while the latter uses óqAfjeo GPAov 
Zeimen, The two verbs are also, to some extent, differentiated in 
meaning in that óqeíAc, in addition to financial debts, denotes 
moral obligation, while óqAtwx&vo tends to remain within the 


* Meillet, «MSL», 17, 1912, 197-9. 

2 Cf., e.g., Kieckers, Hist. lat. Gr., II, 322; Benediktsson, «NTS» r9, 
1961, 165^. Unfortunately, Marrucinian fere? cannot be a 3.sg. present; it is 
either a, 3.pl. present (for ferent, Vetter, Handbuch, 153) or, less likely, a subjunc- 
tive in —é~ (Pisani, Le lingue dell'Italia antica oltre il latino, 1953, 115). 

3 Benediktsson (l.c.) overlooks this factor when he objects to Sommer 
that « the absence of syncope in other thematic verbs ending in a liquid must 
therefore be explained as due to the analogy of other thematic verbs». Not 
only was fero the most frequent; it also had the distinction of not being exposed 
to any danger of homonymy as a result of syncope. His view that «it is im- 
possible to avoid setting up» un athematic *dher—tz (because of bhdrti] pépte) 
has been considered above. 

^ I have not referred to Myc. pere because its interpretation is disputed 
although the most likely is still pépe.. — I do not believe that Sappho's pépets 
can represent an athematic participle (Pisani, Gedenkschrift P. Kretschmer, Il, 
1958, 78 f.). 
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general sphere of (incurring) debt, with, perhaps, a stronger legal 
connotation (Stxyy * to lose’, sim.) and also a metaphorical mean- 
ing such as is seen in yéAova, SeAtav ógAciw, etc. Nevertheless, 
the identity of the two verbs, and the lateness of their formal and 
partial semantic differentiation is clearly shown by the aorist 
psov. This is usually, and rightly, regarded as the original aorist 
of óge(Ac: the present is formed with —&— while the aorist has the 
normal grade of the root. The aorist ®@Aov is merely a variant 
of it. But the question is how do Sedov and Sedov relate to 
each other. 

The simplest would be to say that both are legitimate as 
representing the full grade and the nil-grade*. There are however 
two grave objections to this view. First, the coexistence of two 
kinds of thematic aorist which differ only in the presence or absence 
of the root-vowel would be something highly anomalous, as if 
the Greeks had not cared whether they said £yevóuwv or *éyvouny, 
Etexov or *Évxov, črepov or *Etwov, and so on?. Secondly, chro- 
nology: whereas Sedov is found in Homer, @@Àov appears from 
the 5th c. only. 


* Schwyzer, GG, II, 746. 

? The only other example, the aorist of &ycipo, alternating between 
&yípovro &yspćéoða and čypóuevoç, is said by Schwyzer himself (GG, I, 7469) 
to have &yeg— as a secondary form. One might ask however whether here again 
the original is &yep— while &yp- is syncopated. Note that the only form with 
&yp- is the participle &yoóuevoc — unavoidable because the metrical lengthening 
of *kyepduevog (*a&yepouévog, *&yépousvog = present!, *&yepOpuevoc?) was im- 
possible. I said a the only form» deliberately because the form 4ypeto or jjypó- 
U^, so generously bestowed on Homer (v. Leeuwen, Enchiridium’, 287, 354; 
Risch, Whdg. 354; Schwyzer, GG, I, 746; Chantraine, GH, I, 387) does not exist; 
at ll. 7, 434 ~ 24, 789, the ms. reading is čypero although the sense might be 
better satisfied with *#ypeto or *&ypevo. But in view of the fact that &ystpw is, 
in form and to some extent in meaning, not only close to, but was manifestly 
influenced by, £ysípe which has the aorist %ypeto (2ypduevoc, Évpeo9ot) it is 
safer not to use &ypduevoc as an instance of independent syncope. 

3 Aeschylus, Herodotus, Thucydides, Andocides, etc., also inscriptions. 
Since the present is undoubtedly attested in Mycenaean oferosi operota operote 
operosa(de) = Att. dpetaAovor doetrovta doetrdovres ÓóosiAouca (Bí), one is na- 
turally tempted to interpret jo-o-go-ro (MY Ge 602, 1) as à Goin (3.pl., 
Ventris-Chadwick, Documents, 227 f., 401; 1.5g., Palmer, «Gnomon», 31, 1959, 
432) but line 1 is quite obscure and we cannot operate with a pre-Homeric go 
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The etymon of the verb is rather obscure. On account of 
Arcadian foqAexóct: it had long been thought that the verb 
must be a compound of an otherwise unknown preverb Fo- with 
an obscure stem ?, until Ernst Frünkel stated the obvious fact 
that the digamma was not etymological?, as has now been proved 
by the Mycenaean tablets also. The suggestion that dpeAoc, and 
with it óggc, derives from an IE *evobk—elos, enlarged from *webh— 
‘to weave'^ is unacceptable semantically and morphologically. 
The alleged parallel, Latin pēnsum, does not derive from ‘ weaving ` 
and never developed a meaning corresponding to 4 eA0¢ which 
is ‘ furtherance, advantage, help’, obviously from 69éAAw * increase, 
enlarge, strengthen’, but unconnected with dgetarw 5, 
If the verb is of Indo-European origin — and there seems at 
present no reason why it should be regarded as a loanword — the 
impossibility of taking égeA— for a primeval unit or analyzing it 








(or 8pAov). Even less can one accept óqgAóvcec in another tablet from Myce- 
nae (Marinatos, « [Ipaxtixd y, 33, 1958, 166 f.) where jo—fo-ro-te has not only 
been interpreted differently (GG mopévtes, or ho pröthë "ce qui fut livré’, Müh- 
lestein, « Athenaeum », 46, 1958, 366), but even the reading has been called in 
question (read jo—$o—ro-fe-ke = Ao prothéke, Chadwick, in: Studies in Myce- 
naean inscriptions and dialect, IV, 1959, 21). 

* IG, V 2, no. 262, 6; Schwyzer, Delectus, 363, 6; Buck, Greek Dialects, 
no. 58, 6. 

? See Boisacq, 731 f. 

3 Frankel himself thought (< Philologus » 97, 1948, 162) of an ‘ hyper- 
correct’ form, following Solmsen's suggestion at «KZ», 34, 1897, 451. This 
is certainly better than Vollgraff’s idea (Mélanges Bozsacg, YI, 1938, 340) that the 
Arcadian form represents a compound of Geelen, probably v-oqsíAo, which 
could never result in FopetAw. But perhaps a spelling mistake cannot be ruled 


out: F would be a mistake for H, so that FoqAexoo: is simply for hogAexoot, 
with a false aspirate. A similar mistake appears in the Locrian inscription of 
Oeanthea where (Buck, Greek Dialects, 254, line 6) Fort was long regarded as 
a linguistic reality whereas it is simply a mistake for how, cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 
617; Buck, Greek Dialects, 102. Since the ‘other’ example of Arcadian Fogx— 


is in fact a restored [Fo]pAexot, it is enough to point out that [HO leie, is 
just as possible. Add. 

4 V. Georgiev, Studia Mladenov, 1957, 446. 

5 Gk. ógzAéo does not contain a preverb w— as has again been repeated 
by Steinhauser («Zeitschrift für Mundartforschung a, 27, 1960, 106) but is 
based on compounds with égeA0g as was shown by Leumann, Hom. Wörter, 
120 f. C. J. Ruijgh (L'élément achéen dans la langue épique, 1957, 106) stran- 
gely fails to note the difficulties caused by à—. 








202 : Loss of e or o 


as 0--qcÀ- suggests that the cut is to be placed elsewhere. Of 
the possibilities which are thus opened, 69-cA— leads nowhere. 
But the alternative, the division Zog Zei. yields a clear result. 
Our verb is a compound of the preposition Gil seen in Myce- 
naean oz, Classical émtodev, Lat. oó, etc., and the verbal root 
tà- t. For the meaning of *op-hel- ‘ to take, detain, hold = owe’, 
compare Latin débed from *dé-habed, or Hungarian ftartozik ‘he 
owes’ from fart ‘he holds’. It is clear that the compound was 
formed at a time when the simplex had already become à- (from 
*sel-)? and, in view of the position of £A- in the verbal system, 
it is also clear that ógsfAc was built on the aorist-stem Geh No 
wonder that the only early aorist is geAov. It follows therefore that 
if later we find àqAov that must derive from &geAov by syncope, 
which was again favoured by the absence of the accent in many 
forms (@edov, —sc, --e; dpeAMv, ÓógcAEv) and the fact that € was 
flanked by a liquid. It is to be noted however that &gsħov was 
retained in its full form when used as part of a wish-formula 3; 
only in the sense ‘owe (money etc.)’ was Sedov replaced by 
@PAov, 

The coexistence in the same system of pres. OgetAw‘: aor. 
&qAov led to momentous innovations. The aorist 99Aov served 
as the basis of a new future and perfect: 6~A—-h-ow O@A- »-xx were 
built on &àgAov after the pattern of such sets as n¥pov — Spoo 
— nöpnxa 5; finally even a present 69Aloxw was introduced — cf. 
eve—toxw ; yOp-ov® — apparently still surviving in the Suda, 
although in Attic itself it was enlarged to dpAtoxdvw 7. On the 


1 See Vilborg, Tentative grammar of Mycenaean Greek, 121 f. (also on com- 
pounds); Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 465. 

2 The root à- did not (face Chantraine, GH, I, 152; Frisk, GEW, I, 
487 f.) have an initial digamma, see Solmsen, < KZ », 32, 1893, 279 f. and Unter- 
suchungen zur griech. Laut- und Verslehre, 1901, 251°. 

3 See Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 345 f. 

4 On the origin of this form, see Schwyzer, GG, I, 283 f., 693; Lejeune, 
e BSL >, 52, 1957, 1975. 

5 Schwyzer, GG, I, 738; Chantraine, Morphologie’, 320. 

6 Is dvoAtoxw the true model? 

7 Cf. loy—adva (ue £pox—Xvo, Chantraine, Morphologie?, 223; Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 709. Schwyzer’s suggestion (7469) that (dgeAe is original while) dere is 
based on ógAiox&wo accounts for neither since éopAtoxdéva remains obscure; 
besides, it is clearly based on the aorist, not the other way around. 
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other hand, the present ogetAw led to the creation of a complete 
paradigm based on a verbal stem Ogeth—yn-: fut. OperAnow, aor. 
@gelknon, perf. apetryxa. 


12-13) The name of the Harpies appears as &pmue and dpe- 
muta, the latter only on a vase from Aegina’ and, in the form 
&oemuixt, in the Etymologicum Magnum?. Schwyzer once again 
regards the alternation as due to old ablaut—variation; this is of 
course connected with the further assumption that the word is 
a feminine perfect participle from the root of Soemtoua. 3 How- 
ever, the derivation and interpretation present serious phone- 
tic, morphological and semantic difficulties. To begin with, the 
connection with épémTouat is rather dubious. This verb is used 
only in the meaning ‘to feed on’; cf, for instance, ZZ. 2,776: 
(trot) Awtov gpermtopevor, 5,196: pt Acuxóv épertéuevor xai A0. 
exc (cp. 8,564); Od. 19,553: (x%vac) mupdv gpentopévous, etc. 4 
In addition, the phonetic difference cannot be overlooked: as 
against the è- of épentoua. the noun ap{e)mu has an initial «—. 
But the main obstacle remains the semantic gap between ‘ feed ’ 
and the goddesses who obviously are not ‘eaters’. 

Both difficulties could perhaps be diminished, or even elimi- 
nated, by connecting the noun with the verb *&vapércouat (&v— 
apet—). To be sure, this verb occurs in Homer only in the form 
avnpelvavto. It means ‘snatch up and carry off’ and is used of 
the gods (7L 20,234, of Ganymede: tov xai &. Deol Au oivo- 
yoevetv), of the winds (Od. 4,727, of Telemachus: viv að maio 
ayarntoyv d. DveAAat), and the harpies (OZ. 1,241 = 14,371, of 
Odysseus: viv Gë pv axAcic koruna, Z 20,77: tao opge 
out ZJ. But the form is quite certainly to be corrected to 


+ Kretschmer, Die griechischen Vaseninschriften, 1894, 208, probably the 
dual dpexvix. Cf. Corpus Vasorum Antiquorum — Deutschland-Berlin, vol. I 
(1938), Taf. 47, 2; Text p. 36. For the latter reference I am indebted to my 
colleague, Prof. P. Corbett. 

? Etymologicum Magnum, 138, 21: " Agrutou xal mrAcovacud tod E dperutan. 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 278, 541, 704. 

4 In Homer the verb is used of animals only, except Od. 9,97, where it 
is used of Odysseus’ comrades who tasted the lotus, and the same reference 
to humans occurs in Aristophanes’ parody at Æg. 1295. 
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ávnpéjavvo, since pel is attested at Pindar, Paean. 6,136 (àvepé- ` 
pato map9évov)* and by Hesychius! &vepeb&uevov dvaprdoauvetes 2. 
The form avypébavto may of course be either from Gegen or 
from avapex-. The latter is supported by Hesiod, Theog. 990, 
where the Laurentianus gives avapenbauévyn in contrast to the 
avepetpauevy of the other manuscripts. 

It must be admitted, however, that, while there is over- 
whelming evidence in favour of reading the Homeric form as év7- 
pévavto, the manuscript evidence for initial «— in aper. is tenuous 
in the extreme. It is supported, however, by the observation 
that avnpibavto BveAAat alternates with such phrases as dvapnd- 
aca úe (Od. 4,515; 5,419; 20,63; 23,316), avapnakaca Zei. 
Act (Od. 8,409), and T&c xovpac Komuter dvynpébavto with xovpac 
avéhovta Buet (Od. 20,66), so that, in shape and meaning, 
dvnpéavto is very close to &v—apz—-. This means that avynpébavto 
is from &v-xpex-, while the post-Homeric forms avepébato and 
&vepetuevot are falsely extracted from Homeric (Ionic) é&vyped-. | 

Although &gz—&Çe and &v—apen— are, both in shape and mean- 
ing, at a considerable remove from &pénmtoya1, this need not mean 
that they must be separated altogether. As stated above, the 
only meaning of épémtowa is ‘to feed on, eat’, and therefore 
the etymologists' statement that the meaning is, say, «rupfe, 
reisse ab, fresse »? is not warranted by the usage. But one might 
assume that the meaning ' feed, eat ', used primarily of animals, 
developed from ‘ to snatch’ 5; cf. Modern English snack, connected 
with snatch. Since épémTouxt is, on this assumption, usually 
connected with Latin rapio 5, etc., all from an IE *vep-, it is 


t Since LSJ quote 3[vZ]pépato, it should be pointed out that, according 
to Snell’s apparatus, only ~epep— is possible, —pedj- is ruled out. Cf. also S. L. 
Radt, Pzndars zweier und sechster Paian, 1958, 180 f. 

? “The imitations of Apollonius Rhodius are easily found in the new edi- 
tion in the Oxford Classical Texts of the Argonautica by Hermann Frankel, 
ad I 214. See also Radt, 1. c., 

3 Cp., e.g., Walde-Pokorny, II, 369; Walde-Hofmann, II, 417; Pokorny, 
865. 

4 The Homeric Zaóaz bréperte at ZZ 21,271 (movapóc... xoviny Zoé: 
perte T000ity) is indecisive since it can be either ‘tear away’ or a metapho- 
phorical (sic ZS /) ‘ eat away’. 

5 See fn. 3 above. 
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clear that &pger— in Sävopëtrouat must be from the same source. 
To be more precise: even if £pérToUaxt is from a different source, 
dvnpébavto and &pr—X,c are derived from IE *rep—'. The Greek 
development is to be understood as follows. IE *ze$- developed 
a prothetic vowel which, as is normally the case, was «—-*; then 
the early &per- was, under certain conditions, assimilated to 
£per-, attested by ÉpémToguat?, 

The name of the Harpies can therefore, phonetically, be derived 
from &pex- ‘snatch up’, and, seeing that they are goddesses of 
storm, the derivation would be acceptable even from the semantic 
point of view — provided the formation can be explained satis- 
factorily. As mentioned above, the forms “pgzulw / &pmuw are 
generally interpreted as feminine perfect participles, clearly on the 
strength of the ending ua, The alternation in the stem was at 
first regarded as due to anaptyxis: «pr~ developed into apen- *. 
But, as pointed out by Johannes Schmidt 5, the anaptyctic vowel 


t These combinations are demanded by the Greek facts, formal and se- 
mantic, although some comparatists think otherwise. Thus Walde-Pokorny 
(II 501) declare that rapio has nothing to do with Xpráto; this is derived from 
the noun Gong ‘sickle’, connected with Lat. sarpo sarpio, OCS srefs, Russ. 
serp, Latv. strp(z)s ‘sickle’. Cf. also Walde-Hofmann, II, 480; Frisk, GEW, I, 
148 f. For the Grecian however &pr, and &práto are irreconcilable. The former 
contains as the basic idea ‘ cutting ', and may be connected with sa»2(2)o ‘prune, 
lop’, but &pz— certainly belongs with &per—. But even the words for ‘ sickle’ 
may be of a different source altogether. Note in particular Abajev's suggestion 
(« Voprosy jazykoznanija» 1959/2, 146 f.) that Ossetic aexsyzf ‘sickle’, toge- 
ther with Slavic *sorjs and Latv. sir$s, represents an old culture-loanword 
related to Akkadian rä ‘scissors’. OHG sarf, which is simply a byform of 
scarf ‘sharp’ (cf. J. Schatz, Althochdeutsche Grammatik, 1927, 141) or, possi- 
bly, an original *sordo— (s. H. Kuhn, Festgabe Kurt Wagner, « Beiträge zur 
deutschen Philologie », 28, 1960, 107 f.), must certainly be excluded from the 
present problem. Add. 

2 Cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 412: «Der Stützvokal war zunächst ein unter- 
kurzer Vokal .... « war die nüchstliegende Bezeichnung >. 

3 We have assumed above that Hesiod’s dvapepayévy was in favour of 
Homeric dvynpépavto being from &v—xper—. If the Hesiodic form cannot bear 
this burden, we may assume that the original apex— had been assimilated to 
éoex- in the compound &v—eper~. 

4 E.g., Kretschmer, «KZ», 29, 1888, 427, although admitting that «per- 
may be old. 

5 < KZ», 32, 1893, 350 f. 
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takes the timbre of its surrounding: bepeuec from '"Epusj, Emtdo- 
popoc from `Eztógouoc, Teporov for Téprov, [Toleoyos for l'opyoUc, 
and, particularly noteworthy, epayovtos at Eleusis from &pyovtoc, 
Elean XeAxgóva from XeAuówva, foxyyog from o&yyoc, etc. * 
It is therefore clear that &peruí« is an old from. The only question 
is whether &prutX also represents an old form. Today this is 
generally assumed since the perfect participle is believed to have 
had this kind of alternation in the root-syllable?. Thus a further 
irregularity is implied: since the initial vowel of ep(s)mut« is 
short, it is an unreduplicated perfect. Although unreduplicated 
perfects used to be freely admitted?, from Leumann's important 
study * we have learnt that, with the possible exception of oi3« 5, 
unreduplicated perfects cannot be accepted. But he did not empha- 
size that the ‘reduplication’ of roots with initial vowel is just 
as firmly established. It is enough to point to such well-known 
cases as Ze from &yw (cf. ON o£, Lat. ég7) on the one hand, and the 
Attic reduplication of 6AwAx öpwpa dade Gënädnc (eer -Jepieure 
£XqXo96c (Hom. sAvAou9ÓG6 replacing gou. Foc) on the other. 
just as the roots with initial consonant can never lack the redu- 
plicating syllable, so roots with initial vowel cannot lack the ‘ tem- 
poral’ reduplication whether it be in the initial syllable (7jy«) or 
in the second syllable. In other words, forms like *&yac | *&yvi« 
or *edcAvdis | *eAeAuDuUta, *ededa@o/ *ededvia are just as impossible 
as would be *yaws *otaws for yeyams ÉOTAWG. 

It follows therefore that the alleged unreduplicated perfect 
participles would present a morphological improbability. The 
forms in question are: Zug ‘street’, atSuie ‘a diving bird, 
prob. shearwater’, Ópyowx ‘the length of the outstretched arms, 


t See Kretschmer, Die griechischen Vaseninschriften, 1894, 125 f.; Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 278; also p. 75, fn. 2 above. 

? Schwyzer, GG, I, 540 f., also 278. i 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 766 f., with fn. 9. Cf. Brugmann, Grundriss?, II, 3, 
431 f. 

4 Leumann, «Celtica », 3, 1955, 241-8 = KSchr. 251-8. 

5 I shall try to show elsewhere that even this is only an apparent ex- 
ception. In view of Risch’s list (Wédg., § 119), I should point out that uota- 
xv»i« (s. Leumann, «Celtica», 3, 2473 = KSchr. 2573), ëoyara (s. Leumann, Hom. 
Wörter, 180), and 8éyavat (s. above, p. 170 f.) are not unreduplicated perfects. 
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fathom’, and our word «g(e)rut« 2 Yet, in the case of aläue, at 
any rate, the usual derivation from «te ‘burn’ can only be regar- 
ded as an unjustifiable attempt to explain with the help of the next 
best Greek word the name of a bird whose very identity is unknown; 
need one point out that it is much more likely to be a borrowing 
from a substratum-language? Even &yut« presents insurmoun- 
table semantic difficulties as becomes clear as soon as we try to 
go beyond a vague connection with yw. Frisk condemns Specht's 
interpretation as «Stelle, auf der gefahren worden ist»?, quite 
rightly so, although he gives no reasons. For it is clear that Specht's 
view that Zug as a perfect participle belongs, not with the active 
and transitive Xyo ‘I lead’, but an intransitive-middle form 
Groo, with an old (active = voice-indifferent) perfect *dga 
«ich bin gefahren» (= ON gë «ich fuhr», cannot lead to the 
required meaning; his perfect could only give a participle meaning 
‘someting that has travelled’. But is Frisk’s own «die hinfah- 
rende > (intransitive, i.e. ‘she who travels "D any more satisfac- 
tory? The intransitive meaning is confined to living beings, in 
fact to human beings, and is clearly due to an ellipse arisen in 
frequent military phrases such as &yew otpatidav, voie, etc., so 
that the real meaning is not simply ‘ travel’ but ‘march’ sim ?. 
And in any case where do we find an expression like « die hinfah- 
rende» to denote a road or street? The only way in which the 
derivation of Groe from &y@ could be rescued would be by con- 
necting it with such phrases as tò zetyoc &yew ‘to draw a line 
of wall’ (Thucydides 6, 99, 2.3), vob Oyerobc oi Tyuévot Tjo«v 
(id. 6,100, 1), or Axta % Simpvs (Herodotus 2, 158)*. In other 
words, &yut (sc. 686¢, sim.) could be regarded as the early, intran- 
sitive-passive equivalent of later Hyuévy, just as, for instance, 
Mycenaean Ze£z£owoa = *e-Tuy-/óx is later, already in Homer, 
replaced by *eruYuévoc, although Homer still preserves a solitary 
instance of the old usage in vev&Uxó6 (for rent óc). But in view 
of the fact that this use of &y« seems to have arisen in Classical 


* Cf. Brugmann, Grundriss?, II, 1, 566; II, 3, 432, 448, 461; Chantraine, 
Formation, 439; Schwyzer, GG, I, 541. 

2 Specht, a KZ», 64, 1937, 62; Frisk, GEW, I, 17. Add. 

3 See ZSJ s. &yvo II, 2. 

'4 See LS 7 s. &yo III. 
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times only, &y@ being in Early Greek confined to the meanings 
“lead, bring, transport’, it would be unjustified to assume a similar 
usage for pre-Homeric times, especially as even in Classical times 
the phrase is ó9óv TÉuvetw, not 6d0v &yew. It seems therefore 
clear that the connection of Xyuwx with &yw is nothing more than 
popular etymology, probably overlying and obscuring an indige- 
nous word. The strangeness of a Greek &yut« becomes striking 
when one tries to envisage a form &évnvoyvie in the same role, 
although the phrases 6d6¢ pépet, 636¢ qépouca exist. 

How easy it is to be misled by the ending —ut« is clearly shown 
by the name *EAcvSure which Schulze so confidently analyzed as 
the perfect participle of Épyopat (£Aeu9—), with signal unconcern 
for the meaning’. Such forms of the name in historical times 
as 'EXzu9ía, "EAguolz, should have warned him; we now have 
Mycenaean Ereutija = 'EAsu$(« also 3, with no trace of the parti- 
cipial ending‘. Equally baffling remains any attempt to interpret 
xui / Lode as a perfect participle 5, seeing that there is no verb 
from which it could be derived and especially that the meaning 
is ‘head, poppy-head, cup, etc.’ ? 

In fact, the only word’ that can be explained as a verbal 
derivative with a measure of plausibility is Ópyutx and we shall 


t Chantraine’s alternative (Hist. du parf., 1927, 45, apparently abando- 
ned in Formation 439), derivation from Päeuput (cp. French vouze from Lat. 
rupta), breaks down on the absence of digamma and, I would add, reduplica- 
tion. 

2 Schulze, Quaest. epic., 259 f., esp. 261, unswervingly followed by the 
disciple at < Glotta >, 20, 1931, 88 f. 

3 See Ventris-Chadwick, Documents, 127, 310. 

4 Cp. now Frisk, GEW, 1, 455 f., and Chantraine, Pormatian, 439 f. Of 
more recent finds I mention the 6th c. Laconian form “Edevdiag (« SEG», 
II, 1954, 682), and 4th (3rd?) c. Delphic 'E2u8(íat («SEG x, 18, 1959, 212). 
Cf. also Willets, «CQ», N.S. 8, 1958, 221-3. 

s E. Schwartz, Festschrift Andreas, 1916, 88-90; Chantraine, Hist. du parf., 
45 £5 Formation, 439. 

6 Cf. Kretschmer's criticisms, «Glotta », Io, 1920, 232, and Frisk, GEW, 
II, 59. 

7 At least I do not think that vëäuat: yvado. (Hesychius) is to be accep- 
ted as a perfect participle (assumed by, e.g., Boisacq 612; Chantraine, Forma- 


tion, 439). 
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discuss it further on 7. The problematic «p(s)ruwx, on the other 
hand, gives no satisfactory meaning as a perfect participle: would 
an interpretation like * those who are in the state of having snat- 
ched up’ be satisfactory? ? And would not even this be in contra- 
diction to Wackernagel's well-known observation that resultative 
perfects are still unknown to Homer? The semantic difficulties 
alone are sufficiently strong to make us doubt the usual derivation 
and assume — as is the case with so many names of gods — that 
the name is not of Greek origin, although Greek speakers may 
have tried to connect it with their own linguistic material. 

The semantic misgivings are increased by morphological dif- 
ficulties. We have already pointed out that the absence of redu- 
plication cannot be taken as lightly as is usually done. The perfect 
of apex— must have been *&por-«, and a stem-form &pen— can, 
perhaps, also be admitted as the basis of the participle. But the 
shortening of X— could only be explained (by Osthoff's law) if the 
(feminine?) participle was Koru to begin with, whereas we know 
that Xperutx was also used. We might perhaps assume that a primi- 
tive pervi, alternating with, say, gen. Xpmrutàc, was, after the 
shortening of the latter to XpmutXc, levelled to peru, But this 
presupposes that the feminine paradigm showed a primitive alter- 
nation — which is not the case. 

In the study already quoted?, Leumann has shown that the 
participles were based on the nil-grade of the perfect-stem and 
that there was no difference in the ablaut-grade between mascu- 
line and feminine, let alone between the various cases of the femi- 
nine. Even if one extended the unique alternation* between 
eidag / dvix to other participles, an alternation of the type assu- 
med for «penru / «pruvas would still be unjustifiable 5. 


* See no. II 18, p. 229 f. 

2 An intransitive-passive ‘those who have been snatched up’ would be 
possible but as a name of the Harpies even stranger. 

3 Leumann, « Celtica », 3, 1955, 241-8, esp. 244. 

4 See, however, p. 206, fn. 5. On ópóvuta / Opyutx, see the text further on. 

5 The participle of dpapa was &püpF«oc &pxpuia. But &pàpFoc was shor- 
tened to &p&gF os (Osthoff's law, cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 279) and sooner or later 
&p&puuwx had to follow suit. Hesiod’s &xowtw Gpneutou mpaníBEcot (Theogon. 
608) may once again preserve something old, i.e. epicized ap&putav, although 
Homer already has &p&gpuix. Homer's &prooc stands for &papF«c, its T (in- 
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All this inevitably leads to the conclusion that «perua / 
prua are not members of a synchronous system with ablaut- 
alternation but successive stages of the same word. In other 
words, «pru is shortened from «petura, the syncope of e being 
favoured by the environment p-r. Here the question arises how 
the chronology of these changes is to be reconstructed. The form 
&pexutX of the Aegina vase can hardly be earlier than 600 B.C. 
If in Attic, i.e. in the 5th c., «prut« is used, we might draw the 
conclusion that the syncope took place in the course of the 6th c. 
This conclusion seems, however, contradicted by the fact that 
apru is already the form of our Homer. The dilemma might 
perhaps be resolved by replying that Aegina as an isolated island 
was cut off from the main stream of Greek (linguistic and other) 
development and therefore presents an archaic form which was 
no longer in use in the more advanced areas such as Ionia. But 
the vase-painting itself is of too high a standard to admit of 
such an explanation. We must rather conclude that Fick was 
right in restoring to Homer the formula aperuit cavnpedavto :, 
Our texts, with Zeuat, reflect a later stage in the transmission, 
that is the replacement of the old form by the form current in 
Attic and elsewhere from the 5th c. onwards ^*. 

Although our investigation has led to the result that the 
name of the Harpies probably has no connection with the usually 
combined dvnpebavto, we have found that the latter is used in 
a way which is paralleled by the everyday verb čọráķw so that 
the separation of the two seemed unacceptable. But since &per- 
(and even épér—cvouot?) represents the IE root *rep— with Greek 
prothesis, we must now try to interpret the root-form contained 
in &pnáco., 


stead of & in expected Apëpoc) being due to keynpe. Leumann («Celtica s, 3, 
247) points out that such epic alternations as AcAnuas / Achaxvia, weunnag / ue- 
Hatz, tednAas / «s9aXvta were supported by corresponding strong-aorist forms. 
But the primary source must have been the shortening that affected all stems 
with a final nasal or liquid, not only in the active but also in the middle. If 
&p&pov is a pluperfect (Leumann, I. c., 2447), its short vowel is due to this factor 
(e.g. 3. dual apap—rév > dXp&pvrv), not to ablaut. Mycenaean araruja may 
be the new &p&pui« but also the old &papuia. 

* The same applies to Hesiod, see Pap. R. 43; K 2, 35; Theog. Se 

2 The accent will be discussed under öpyvta. 
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This verb obviously forms a coherent group with &prač * robb- 
ing, rapacious’', also 6 &pma& ‘robber, peculator' (Aristophanes), 
h donak ‘rapine’ (Hesiod, Works, 356); &prayh ‘seizure, robbery, 
rape’ (Solon) “em&%yn ‘rake’ (Euripides) ‘hook’ (Menander); 
&pmaxtye ‘robber’ (JJ. 24,262)?. Thus the nominal stems apray— 
and pz«y-&— contrast with the verb &pxélw which has both 
guttural (Hom. &práEov, ?pra£e) and dental forms (Hom. fjprace, 
Attic &prá&couat, Heracn, praxe, nonkcOnv). At first sight, it 
would seem natural to derive «pro from &pr«y-, and Schwyzer 
is indeed inclined to advocate this interpretation, although he 
envisages the possibility that ënrëta is simply enlarged from a ` 
basic ọn- for which he refers to e«p(e)muwx?. Frisk, too, thinks 
that &prát;o is from &prcY— which in its turn is extended from Ze 
seen in &pz ‘ sickle’, also ‘ bird of prey ' *. We have already seen 
that the latter suggestion is unacceptable 5, so that only the con- 
nection of éex— with (&v—)«pez— remains possible. But we must 
still try to decide whether Qono derives from por formed 
from pen, or is to be directly connected with &pez—. 

There would of course be no difficulty in deriving &pm&io 
from &pmcy-, provided the latter can be accepted as a regular 
formation. But if we look at the class of words formed with a 
suffix —Y— $, we find that the variant —Y— appears in a very small 
group indeed: &pray—; Adtak, -ayos ‘the drops of wine in the 
bottom of the cup which were thrown into a basin with a splash'; 
A&A«t, —xYoc ‘a name of the green frog, and of a bird’; odpaé, 
-«Yoc ‘perhaps the pipir 7, tétex— ‘name of two kinds of wild 
birds’ (LSJ). With the exception of &pr«y- and, possibly, A«A«y-, 


* The adjective &prtxyoc as well as the noun &pr«yoc, listed in L.S 7, must . 
disappear (see Leumann, Hom. Wörter, 160; Egli, Heteroklisie im Griechischen, 
56): Aeschylus’ &pryot« v> xepotv (fr. 258 B), from &pmaé, is pluralised as yepolv 
gprayous by Sophocles (fr. 706). But the name “Apmoyog appears in Stesichorus 
(Poetae Melici Graeci, ed. D. L. Page, 1962, 97 no. 178, 1). 

? For further, Hellenistic and later, derivatives, see Frisk, GEW, I, 148 f. 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 734. 

^ Frisk, GEW, I, 148-9. 

5 See above 2057. This applies also to Risch's suggestion (Wédg., 257) 
that &pr&Go is formed directly from &pry ‘bird of prey’. 

6 Cf. Chantraine, Formation, 397; Schwyzer, GG, 1, 496, 498. 

7 Not ‘ pheasant’ (Chantraine, l. c.), see LS s.v. véroré. 
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none of them has clear connections and the fact that they deno- 
te birds (tetpxy—, odpxy—, A«A«y—?) or games (A«TXy—?) speaks in 
favour of foreign provenience. This means that &pr«y-., which has 
clear connections, cannot be formed with an otherwise unusual 
suffix. 

A more definite result is suggested by the noun ģọrayń * rob- 
bery ' which makes its first appearance in Solon. As is stated by 
Buck-Petersen, «even the oldest examples (of this formation) look 
suspiciously like back-formations from verbs»'. Thus Homeric 
oluwyh 6AoAvYf, are based on Hom. ott o óAoA6Ce, Sophocles ' 
chadayh on &AxAcGo. They also rightly emphasize that in the 
«post-Homeric examples the verb is usually demonstrably earlier »; 
e.g., the verbs &pnáto aoudtw Bactáčo appear in Homer but, of 
the corresponding nouns, «e7«yy first in Solon, &euoy?, in Eupolis, 
Bactayy in Lydus (1). 

There can be no doubt therefore that &pr«y— and KpomoyT are 
not the basis of éené€m but are derived from it by back-formation. 
One may even suggest that originally only the noun gray was 
extracted; Xprxy—-, as an adjective and agent noun?, was formed 
from ooy on the pattern of xor) : xAMY, —xAEh, sim. 

Thus we are forced to regard &pm&65o as being formed with 
-4ķw, and not with -yœ (from &pmey-). This still leaves us with 
several possibilities: &pr&5co could be enlarged from a verb in 
—kw (cf. vriw ` dvttaGw) or formed from a noun in -& (aby: 
«oóY&topxt), or be of the type seen in &exetóuevoc, or enlarged 
from a verb (cf. dint—alw, &Aucx-&io)?. The first two possibt- 
lities are of course, ultimately, identical since a verb in —éw factually 
or in principle presupposes a noun in —€. But there is no Z-stem 
noun from épen—, neither in the form *&pex&, or, more likely, 
*&por&, nor, what might also be regular from the Indo-European 


r Buck-Petersen, Judex 633. 

2 As mentioned above, a noun of action &pr«5 appears at Hesiod, Erga, 
356. The formation is unique and there can be little doubt that it is a poetic 
replacement of pray — which was difficult in the hexameter — ventured on 
the strength of the preceding 866: Sac Gran, donak dé xaxy... Similar, or 
even worse, ventures are in the preceding line Zorn ‘ giver’, and against the 
norm of privative formations, &Savn¢ ‘ non-giver ’. 

3 Cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 734 f.; Risch, Widg., 256 f. 
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view-point, *&prX from IE *r$-2'. The other two seem, at least 
in principle, identical, although they are usually separated. The 
type &ex&bouc«t in particular is now traced to an adverbial base 
*Xexa?, But this does not exist — Ex&epyoc is no support for a 
positive adverb *éxx — while déxev/ &éxacox do. It is therefore 
clear that dexaQo- represents *«ex«T—yo- (*g-wek-ni-yo-) whe- 
ther this is transformed from *&/ex«oco— or-is regular in that 
—nt-, in some cases, gave 282. Similarly the type pimtaGw may 
be based on —nt-yo-. And this type of derivation seems to give 
a satisfactory account of &p7é%Gw. The basic verb *&pére had the 
_ participle *&pénwv | &pexat—, from which a new verb *&penáto 
was formed. In this the accent was mostly after &pem-, so that 
it was syncopated and gave &práķģw. The aspiration is not 
original but transferred from such verbs as aipéw, elrov, 

To sum up. The variants of the name of the Harpies, «pervia / 
«pru, cannot be explained as relics of an ablauting perfect parti- 
ciple: neither can the name be a perfect participle nor is ablaut- 
alternation found in the feminine paradigme. The cronological 
relation of the two forms indicates that «gmut« is a later form of 
perut, probably a barely acclimatized loan word, and thus 
«prut shows syncope; the aspiration is secondary. The verb 
oráķw, on the other hand, is clearly connected with Hom. &vrp£- 
avto, stem &pex-, from IE *vep- in Latin rapio, etc. But far 
from being derived from éeray7 etc., it is the basis of these nominal 
formations. The formation of &práGo is parallel to that of dex«- 
Copt, ëAuoxäio etc., and presents a deverbative &pemáGo which, 
by syncope, became &prá$e and later acquired an initial aspirate 
from such verbs as «tpéc siAov, 





— — 


* From the formal point of view, an IE *r24 could be reflected by a Greek 
Zeen, But the existing &prr, the name of a bird of prey, is not from this root: 
its meaning — it is an agent noun, not a noun of action — would demand 
a different formation (e.g. *75——), and its form would presuppose that the 
formation was of Indo-European date. 

? Risch, H/¿dg., 256; Schwyzer, GG, I, 734. Wackernagel .(« IF », 45, 
1927, 314? = KSchr., 1254^; followed by Frisk, GEW, I, 479) regarded (Hom.) 
Geatéueuoc as transformed from &éxov after &voeyxatóuevog but this is admit- 
tedly much later, and more likely modelled on &exatjóucvoc — if there is any 
intimate connection at all. 

3 Cf. dexad— from *dekmt-, see Szemerényi, Numerals, 30, 108. 
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14) The neuter noun 7éAcPpov ‘a measure of land’, known 
from Homer (only ZZ. 21,407; Od. 11,577), survives in this shape 
in the dialects, for instance at Delphi (ZG, II^, 1126, 17), at Issa 
on the island Curzola (S/G?, 141, 7.8.10), in Crete (ZG, IX, 1, 
693,6) and at Syracuse (/G, XIV, 10,3)'. But in Attic-Ionic the 
word appears as nàéðpov from Herodotus onwards; cf. Herodotus 
I, 93, 5; 2, 124, 5; etc.; Thucydides 7, 38, 3; Plato, etc., but also 
the tragedians. A Thessalian inscription of the late 3rd century 
B.C. (propably of Homolion), which records the sale of vine- 
yards and therefore uses the word in practically every line, shows 
a curious indifference in respect of these variants. The forms 
TAEDPOV nàédpa are frequent (e.g. lines 5, 30, 70, 72, 76, 78, 83, etc.) 
but the inscription also has v&Ae9p« (l. 5) and méAs9pov (ll. 72, 
81,83)?. The fuller form is also found in an inscription of Larissa 
in the derivative neAe99«toc, probably with a numeral as the first 
component, v.g. 9ex«msAe0paloc?. Full and shorter form also 
alternate in the Cretan inscription quoted above, which has tetpa- 
mehedpla once but tetpamdcdpta five times, and OvxAe9ol« twice, 
and also méAcdea and xAé99« (once each) +. 

Once again the easiest way out would be to assume that the 
difference is of pre-Greek origin, to be ascribed to Indo-European 
ablaut-variations 5. But, apart from the fact that it is not abso- 
lutely certain that the word is of Indo-European descent, we 
must not overlook that, even if it is of Indo-European origin, 
that can only mean that its root is Indo-European while the for- 
mation as such 1s quite clearly of a much later date: the word 
was obviously coined in Greek history, long time after the forma- 
tive period of ablaut-variations. This also applies to the suggestion 
that the shorter form emerged from compounds (e.g. TéAedpov 


* But here the meaning is ‘stadium, running ground’ (£5). 

? Cp. Arvanitopoullos, « Revue de Philologie », 35, 1911, 132 f. The note 
in Thumb-Scherer, Gr. Dial., II, 73, is not quite accurate. 

3 JG, IX, 2, 1014. The word is not listed in ZS/ nor by Locker in Kret- 
schmer-Locker, Rückiäufiges WOrterbuch der griechischen Sprache, 1944, but 
appears in Buck-Petersen, 7zdex, 53. 

^ IG, IX, 1, 693 = Sylloge, 940. It is reported in LS / as of Corcyra but 
the Addenda in /G, IX, 1 leave no doubt about the Cretan provenance of the 
inscription. 

s Cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 259. 
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but 9tzAs9poc) since it is admitted that that, too, would: presup- 
pose a ' pre-Greek ', more precisely Indo-European, change’. 

As mentioned above, the etymon of the word is not quite 
certain. We can certainly rule out any connection with IE 
*5(eMe- ‘fill, full' *. But there is nothing in the appearance of 
the word to indicate non-Indo-European provenience. It seems 
therefore that Kretschmer's suggestion is still worth serious consi- 
deration. In his view, the noun derives from the verb méAo, 
frequentative norw (YT xoAciv « terram vertere », Hesiod, Erga, 
462), so that néàs®pov meant « Erdumwendung, Pflügung, Furche»?. 

Whatever the origin of the word, the Greek facts clearly show 
that the early form was véAs9pov which survives in some dialect- 
areas but became 7Aé9pov in Ionic-Attic in the sth c. B.C. at 
the latest‘. During that period no other cause of the change is 
visible but syncope, favoured by the following liquid. But from 
the material surveyed so far, and also on general grounds, it is 
pretty clear that syncope could not have occurred in an accented 
syllable. We must therefore assume that it arose in case-forms 
in which the first € was unaccented: meAéSpov, neAÉ9oc, meAÉSoov, 
xeAé9ootc. The original alternation between méAcdpov méAcdou 
but TAédpov mAé9pcv etc. led to the generalization of mAedpo-. 
A similar phenomenon can be observed in B&pa9pov which alter- 
nates with Arcadian GépeBpov and epic ßBépeðpov, both types 
(a-a as against e-e) representing assimilation from an original 
sequence e—a 5. The original distribution was g”érathron g"érathra 


* This is Ehrlich’s view, see his Betonung, 1912, ISI. i 

* Cf. Boisacq 761; Persson, Beiträge zur idg. Wortforschung, II, 1912, 
663?. 

3 Kretschmer, « Glotta », 9, 1918, 225. Cf. also Ebeling, Lexicon Home- 
ricum, II, 1880, 157. 

4 The appearance of méAc9pov and rAéSpov in the same inscription indi- 
cates the uncertainty due to the Attic-Ionic form which is carried into the other 
dialects. I 

5 I agree with Kuryłowicz (.4 pophonie, 20856) that assimilation from *g”era- 
offers the only clear explanation. Specht's assumption (« KZ », 59, 1932, 117) 
that the nil-grade «px presupposes a neuter plural *8«pa9o& — in contrast to 
singular Béoe9pov — is out of place since there is no trace of accent-variation 
in the nouns with —9po—- (Kuryłowicz, Accentuation?, 133). The alternative as- 
sumption (2227. fn. 3, cf. also Schwyzer, GG, I, 362) that the original inflection 
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but g"erdihroyyo g"erdthroi g"erdthrón g”erdthrois(t), and only the 
forms with g”eráth— could be assimilated to g”ardáth-. Attic gene- 
ralized here, too, the type g”ardth— (>> Bapad—) although one would 
have thought that g'"ératAron|a were just as, if not more, frequent. 
In Arcadian (and Epic) on the other hand it was the type g”érath— 
that prevailed and led to g*ereth—(>> 9€pe99ov | Bépedpov). The 
Attic development to Bapadpov closely parallels the predominance 
of the oblique cases noticeable in the generalization of mAedpo— 
in the same dialect (and Ionic)". 


15) The loss of the mid-back vowel o is clearly and un- 
deniably attested by Attic otpa. The case is so obvious that no 
scholar can deny it. It is only in the label that they attach as an 
explanation that they differ. J. Schmidt regarded oiua as an 
unaccented «Allegroform»?. Schwyzer speaks of «Satzunbe- 
tontheit »?. Lejeune finds « usure phonétique dans un mot acces- 
soire comme olowat devenu en attique une sorte de particule sous 
la forme otuat»*, Whatever the explanation — and we shall have 
to return to this question later on — the fact is that, under 
certain conditions, oiotat was reduced to otua 5. 

The absence of accent in oť(o)uæt was a favourable, but, we 
must add, also a necessary factor. For this reason the forms @umv 


was Béps9oov—Doo99o«, but that the latter was preceded by *fapatpd, is quite 
unfounded and chronologically unjustifiable. His interpretation of the late form 
8£90oov (Crates, ca. 300 B.C.) as reflecting f(p)é99ov is not impossible — it would 
represent the same (Greek, not pre-Greek!) shortening as mA¢Spov — but on the 
other hand, Bé(p)8pov, shortened from BépeQeov, cannot be ruled out, see Frisk, 
GEW, 1, 219. Either of these possibilities is preferable to Ehrlich's suggestion 
(Betonung 151) that ee was dissimilated by po. Cp. p. 261 f. 

r Vey's views (« BSL », SI, 1956, 84.91) are unacceptable. 

2 Schmidt, a KZ », 38, 1902, 33. Schmidt also disposes of Wackernagel's 
surprising suggestion (« KZ», 30, 1890, 315 f. = KSchr. 678 f.) that otua is 
a perfect ux. Although Brugmann himself offered a different explanation 
(€ IF », 29, 1911, 229: from an athematic present *oto—uat), Schmidt's view is 
given preference in Brugmann-Thumb, Grech. Grasn*., 80, but not in Grzndriss?, 
II, 3, 1916, 92. 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 280, 6797. 

4 Lejeune, Traité de bhonétique grecque?, 193. 

s Outside Attic only Epicharmus (fr. 149 Kaibel) is known to have used 
the form. 
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tee found in prose and verse', cannot represent syncopated 
dét O.6ueda (ie. dyo-) but simply the contract forms Gu 
usa after the loss of intervocalic y; the iota subscript is ortho- 
graphic. The participle otgevot on the other hand, if real?, was 
ventured after oluan; phonetic development from otópevot was 
impossible and, if possible, would have led to 9( y)óuevot > *obuevor, 

The etymology of the verb is still not clarified. Homeric 
dvatotos voti and lodny àQíoow7o etc. guarantee that its 
stem had a final e the hiatus o-t- shows that a consonant is lost, 
for which zç is the most likely candidate. All this leads to a present 
*owisyó which developed into *owzyyo > *o(w)i( y)ó > *oy( y)o 3. 
The connection with an IE *ow7s ‘ bird’ * is generally and rightly 
rejected. But no alternative has been offered so far. It is clear 
that *owisyð would be based on a nominal *owzs — for which no 
explanation can be found. But it is also clear that the Greek 
üyyo / dtyyoua may be shortened from *@(F)tyyw, IE *dwis > 
and for this a cogent connection can be found. The adverbial 
form presented by Sanskrit ¿uz# ` clearly’ = Avestan duzs, Slav 
(/)avé, is usually reconstructed as *dw7s, but only because it is 
compared with Sanskrit avati and Lat. audio, Gk. alodavoua 5, 
But Sanskrit avati means ‘is pleased, strives, promotes, protects, 
refreshes' which bears no relation to the meaning of *éw7s; that 
ud- and pra- can give it a meaning « aufmerken, beachten », does 
not affect the point. Similarly, audio is derived from *azs- ‘ ear’, 
as is Greek Glo (from *ausiyo) and «lo9&vouaxt7, and *aus— cannot 


* See Kühner-Blass, Ausführliche Grammatik der griech. Sprache, Y, 2, 
18923, 498 f. 

? The instances quoted from Demosthenes (Kühner-Blass, 1. c.) are not 
found in modern editions. 

3 Cf. Schulze, Quaest. epic., 354 f., and, against some of his views, Solm- 
sen, Untersuchungen zur griech. Laut- und Verslehre, 1901, 60 f.; Boisacq, 692. 
Brugmann's assumption of a preverb o with root *zs— («IF » 29, 1911, 229 f.) is 
ruled out by ót- since his verb could only appear as oic-, a point overlooked 
at Walde-Pokorny, I, 107. 

* Suggested by Hintner, « KZ », 27, 1885, 607 f. 

5 See Schwyzer, GG, I, 244. 

6 See, e.g., Walde-Pokorny, I, 17; Mayrhofer, Etym. Dict., I, 82. 

7 On the Latin and Greek verbs see Szemerényi, «Glotta », 38, 1960, 
240—5. 


218 Loss of e or o 





be reconciled with *dwzs. Apart from this erroneous etymology, 
there is no reason why the Aryan and Slavic words should be 
traced to *awzs rather than *owzs. If the latter form is envisaged, 
it becomes clear that otouat expresses much the same notions 
as the Sanskrit expression 4vir-ókz- ‘become clear, appear’. 
Note in particular Homer's &AA& por Gë dvd Supov Aerer (Od. 10, 
312) where dtetx quite clearly means ‘seems, appears, methinks ' '. 
The 'passive' meaning 'seems, appears, methinks' bears the 
same relation to the active ' I think' (note also the formal activi- 
zation in 6tw) as Soxet ‘it seems’ to doxéw ‘I think’ 2. 

Whether this interpretation be correct or no, the early form 
dtyyouat first developed into éloya. in the same way as the 
genitival -oyyo became —oo or ^&Myyo developed into teAsw. 
This stage was reached already at the time of Homer who reflects 
the new fashion in countless cases. The next step was to reduce 
trisyllabic 6to— to disyllabic oto—uat; this, too, is attested for 
Homer, note especially the form otw 3 It was therefore between 
Homer and the first literary products of Athens in the 5th century 
— Aeschylus already has otuot — that otopat was shortened to 
olut, at least in the parenthetic use. In other contexts otopa 
continued to be used. We should note that the syncopated o 
was not only unaccented but also preceded by a syllable with o, 
and its was flanked bv a nasal and a semivowel. 


16) An even earlier instance is presented by Homeric are 
which, as is stated in LS/, is a syncopated form of ti note, so 
frequent in Classical times. From the point of view of the Grecian, 


* See W. B. Stanford's note on the line in his edition of the Odyssey (Lon- 
don 1954), II 329. 

2 [t is a further problem, of no importance in the present context, whe 
ther and how *dwis should be analized. One possibility would be to regard it 
as a compound of the prefix o with *wzd-s 7» *wis(s). 

3 Cf. LS s.v., but especially Solmsen, Untersuchungen zur griech. Laui- 
und Verslehre, 1901, 62. I may note here that Solmsen insists that Topar need 
not be a linguistic reality but merely metrical lengthening, so that in his view 
we cannot decide whether the original form was *owzsyó or *owisó. In our 
terms this means that the Greek form represents either *dwis—yd or *éwis—d, the 
latter a simple thematization, see Schwyzer, GG, I, 722. 
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there can be no doubt about the correctness of this explanation. 
Comparatists have here, too, obscured rather than clarified the 
problem. Brugmann went so far as to say that not only -nre 
in tirte but also, quite generally, mote after interrogatives were 
different from the indefinite noté : -rre was identical with Latin 
(mihz—)pte etc., while mote belonged with Lithu. pat «eben, ge- 
rade»'. This is so manifestly impossible that even Walde rejected 
it?. To avoid the unavoidable, Schwyzer suggested that are 
was, by metathesis, from earlier *tit-re (ie. neuter Zë with 
a particle —£), the particle being present in Latin guippe from 
quid-pe etc.?. But here again a particle is invoked that is other- 
wise unknown in Greek, and one cannot see why metathesis should 
have deflected the combination *tit—7e from its progress to **(ze, 
the expected development as is shown by Orc, Baren, etc., from 
*yod—-£"—*. Clearly, the «Sprachgefühl» of the ancients was right: 
ti mote was the natural way of emphasizing the question, and a 
development of it is presented by Homeric tixte — a truth stated 
nearly eighty years ago by de Saussure > It is interesting to 
note that the frequent Zare and the Aapax pépte are both confined 
to Homer, for whom tirot(e) and gépet(e), although possible, were 
inconvenient in many cases. The two cases give mutual support 
to each other. Later usage returned in both cases to the fuller 
forms. Phonetically, it is of interest that the syncope occurred 
between two stops. 


17) The noun Aer had been equated by de Saussure with 
Sanskrit Zz7z on the assumption that p- and #7- reflected an 
Indo-European long sonant liquid (7)? and this derivation has 


* Brugmann, Griech. Gram.3, 546; Brugmann-Thumb, Grieck. Gram.*, 
629 (after. Kretschmer, « KZ », 31, 1891, 365). 

2 Walde-Pokorny, II, 77. 

3 « KZ », 58, 1930, 184, repeated in GG, I, 266, 325, 610, 631, II, 572 f. 

4 See Schwyzer, GG, I, 617, and the criticisms of Kretschmer, « Glotta », 
21, 1933, 172; and of Hofmann at Walde-Hofmann, II, 409. 

5 Saussure, Mélanges Graux, 1884, 745. 

6 De Saussure, Mémoire sur le systóme primitif des voyelles dans les langues 
t-€., 1879, .263. : 
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been accepted by many scholars. If, as is usually done, we add 
Olrish ferc, ferg ‘anger’, the word is shown to have had an 
initial w-. Thus the original form of the word would be *w7ga 
which, in Greek, developed into *fapy% > *Fopyà > ópy& / ópyt. 

This interpretation involves, however, phonetic and semantic 
difficulties. The phonetic development is possible only if we 
assume that IE *r gave Primitive Greek op which before conso- 
nants was shortened to op. But it was pointed out long ago by 
Johannes Schmidt that this assumption is untenable? and, in 
spite of the efforts of Schwyzer and others to accept several 
representations as equally possible (besides op also py, p, po) 3, 
there is a growing consensus today that only p% can be admitted 
as the regular development*. Accordingly, only */p&y% could be 
expected from *wryga. The Celtic member of the equation is just 
as refractory. Old Irish ferg represents an earlier *wergd. Now 
it is true that even thematic stems (including Z-stems) can appear 
in the different languages in forms which undoubtedly point to 
an earlier ablaut-variation in the root. In a recent paper on the 
name of the birch-tree I have pointed out that the Indo-European 
languages present descendants of an early paradigm *dherag-s, 
gen. *óArg—os, or rather the thematized variants *bheraga— | *bh7go—°. 
Accordingly, for our word we might have to assume a similar 
variation between *weragd/wfgdad, of wich the latter would be 
reflected by the Greek and Sanskrit forms while the former would 


* Cf. Brugmann, Grundriss?, I, 474, 554, 690; II, 1, 159; Boisacq 710; 
Walde-Pokorny, I, 289; Walde, Stand und Aufgaben der Sprachwissenschaft — 
Festschrift für W. Streitberg, 1924, 182 (suggests IE *worga); Schwyzer, GG, I, 
363; Ruipérez, < Emerita», 17, 1949, 110 ("7g4!); 18, 1950, 386 f.; Pokorny, 
1169. Adrados (Estudios sobre las laringales indoeuropeas, 1961, 141) is very 
close to Walde’s view. Add. 

2 J. Schmidt, Die Pluralbildungen der idg. Neutra, 1889, 366°. 374. Cf. 
also Persson, Beiträge zur idg. Wortforschung, ll, 1912, 633 (= 6317), 6573; 
Specht, « KZ», 59, 1932, 91 f. 

3 See the references in my Numerals, 16 (and fn. 61 f.). 

4 This view is most convincingly stated by Kuryłowicz, A pophontie, 196 f. 
(note especially Loo", who shows that, besides px, we also have «px, but not 
op, nor po. His view is now also accepted by Adrados, Estudios sobre las 
laringales, 121 f., esp. 140. 

5 See « Glotta y, 38, 1960, 225 f., and the references given at 226°. 


Loss of e or o 221 





be represented by Celtic. The difficulty is that whereas a number 
of languages lose an internal a", Celtic is not one of them, on the 
contrary. There are several examples which show that, in Old 
Irish, second-syllable vowels are not lost if they are followed by 
the final syllable; cf. arathar ‘ plough’, zarazhar ‘auger’, andl 
‘breath’ (from azad, cf. Welsh azadl)?. This means that an 
IE *weragd would appear as *ferag (or *farag) but not as ferg. 

Although these facts are sufficient to show that the equation 
is impossible, it is worth pointing out that the semantic difficulties 
are just as grave ,that the meaning of Apr points in a different 
direction altogether. 

In order to achieve a semantically acceptable equation Boisacq 
presents the following entry *: 


posthom. Apr f. '*agitation intérieure qui gontle l'àme, senti- 
ment; ressentiment, colère ' = Skr. z774 ' plénitude de force’, 
i-e. *w7gd, cf. Skr. Z7j- mjsens, irl. ferg ferc ‘colère’. 


It is clear that ‘agitation intérieure qui gonfle l'âme (H° is 
only brought in to produce a semblance of equatability with the 
other two members. The gap becomes even greater if the Sanskrit 
word is given the meaning ‘nourishment, power, strength ' ^, 
of which there is no trace in the Greek word, nor, for that matter, 
in the Irish. An examination of Vedic usage will show whether 
the facts allow us to accept this equation. 

The feminine noun #z7— occurs 73 times in the Rigveda. It 
can be translated 5 as « Fettsaft, fettreicher Trunk, Labetrunk; 


t Cf. Meillet, Les dialectes indo-européens, 19507, 62 f.; Introduction, 19378, 
IOI. 

? See Pedersen, Vergleichende Grammatik der keltischen Sprachen, Y, 1908, 
262; and Thurneysen's precise formulation (Grammar of Old Irish, 1946, 67): 
syncope «takes place in every word which, after the loss of vowels in final 
syllables, still had sore than two syllables ». 

3 Boisacq, 710. Walde-Pokorny (I, 289, repeated by Pokorny, 1169) give 
their root *wwer(z)g- (or *werg—) the meaning «strotzen, schwellen vor Saft 
und Kraft oder Zorn ». 

* Mayrhofer, Etym. Dict., 1, 116. 

5 In the case of a term like #77-, both abstract and concrete, we can only 
use translation-equivalents, chosen according to the varying setting, but with- 
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Kraft, Kraftfülle; Stárkung»', or «Nahrung, kräftige Nahrung; 
Speise, Mark (der Erde); Stárkung, Starke; Kraft, Lebenskraft > 2, 
or « force-nourriciére, force (ayant la forme de nourriture), vigueur- 
nourriciére » ?. Half of the instances (36 to be precise) is represented 
by the acc. #rjam which is used in 20 passages with a dozen different 
verbs, i.e. vah- ‘bring, convey’, Z#a—- ' place in, bring to’, 
yacch- ‘grant’, Aã- ‘leave (behind)'; ad- bhaj- "eat, enjoy’, 
mad- ' drink’, av- ‘ like, enjoy '; vas- ‘gird oneself with’; pinv- 
‘swell, increase’, duh- ‘milk’, vardhay- ‘increase’. A few 
examples may illustrate actual usage. 


d na ürjam vahatam asvind «ihr Aśvin, führt uns Stérkung zul»^*, 

pitumatim urjam asma adhattam «ihr brachtet ihm nahrhafte 
Stärkung » 5, 

ürjam gävð yavase pivo attana «Ihr Rinder, fresst euch auf der 
Weide Kraft und Fett an», 

yäsu ràjà Varuno yásu somo viíve devà ydsurjam madanti «(die 
Gewässer) in denen König Varuna, in denen Soma, in denen 
alle Götter sich Stérke antrinken > 7, 

ye ta ati avasyava ürjanı vardhayantah «die schutzsuchend deine 
Kraft zur Hilfe stärken » ?. 


The most noteworthy fact is that, however difficult to render, 
Zrj- is something material, nourishment as giving strength, some- 


out hoping to find an exactly corresponding term. Different translators will 
of course render differently the same passage as can be seen from the autho- 
rities to be quoted in the next footnotes. But for the present discussion there 
is hardly any danger in this ambiguity. 

* These are the equivalents in Grassmann's Wörterbuch zum Rig-Veda. 

2 These expressions are used by Geldner in his translation of the Rigveda 
(I-III, 1951, which can be checked with vol. IV, 1957). 

3 Renou's renderings in. the translations to be found in Æzudes Védiques 
et Paninéennes,; III, 1957; V, 1959; VIII-IX, 1961. 

, * RV, T, 92, I7 (=I, 157, 4). 

5 RV, I, 116, 8; cf. I, 118, 7; VI, 4, 4; VIII, 35, 10-12; X, Is. 

6 RV, X, 100, 10. Renou translates (EVP, 5, 1959, 64): «O Vaches, 
mangez la force (ayant.la forme de nourriture), le gras (qui est) dans le pátu- 
rage ». 

7 RV, VII, 49, 4. Cf. X, 109, 7: SC prthivya bhaktvdya «das Mark der 
Erde genossen habend ». Í 

. 8 RV, IL, 11,13. 
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times strength itself. This is also clear in the remaining 16 instances 
of the accusative where #rjam is always in immediate or close 
sequence with isam, the latter being ' thriving, flourishing, pros- 
pering, prosperity, wealth, riches `" ‘Strength’ as an immanent 
force — though quite clearly the result of plentiful nourishment 
— is clearest in the instrumental ri, Note 


asmákam üurjà ratham Püsã avistu «unserem Wagen soll P. mit 
Kraft helfen > 2, 

sakorjà taritratah «wenn er mit seiner Kraft abgewinnt »?, 

bsümevorjà suyavasüt sacethe «wie zwei magere (Tiere) bei guter 
Weide kommet ihr (o ASvin) zur Kraft» f. 


But here, too, sometimes the idea of strengthening, invigorating 
(nourishment) seems to predominate: 


urjà pinvasva sam ¿so didihi nah «schwill von Kraft (Agni), bring 
uns Labsal mit deinem Lichte » 5, 

pari vo visvato dadha gra ghrtena payasé «von allen Seiten versehe 
ich euch (Kühe) mit kräftiger Nahrung, mit Schmalz, mit 
Milch » $. 


‘Strengthening, invigorating nourishment’ and, as a result, 
‘strength’ are also prominent in the gen. pl. #rjām, the nom. 
pl. Zzjas, dat. sg. ze. Cf. 


d va rijasa ürjäm vyustise «Ich (der Priest) begehre eurer 
(der Pressesteine) Kräfte jeden Morgen »7, contrasting with 


* See Burrow's discussion at « BSOAS », 17, 1955, 326 f. Note his render- 
ing of the nouns most commonly associated with Zs- (p. 330): iuAA- ' beauty’, 
rks- ‘invigoration’, zzj- ‘ vitality’, all of which are said to be ‘ brought’ 
at RV, VI, 62, 4 (cp. V, 76, 4; VI, 65, 3). Other verbs with the phrase ¿sazz 
urjam are aš- ‘attain’ (II, 19, 8), jan- ‘engender’ (IV, 40, 2), dhar— ‘bring’ 
(VIII, 82 [93], 28; X, 20, 10; 98 [99], 12), inv- ' swell’ (IX, 63, 2), 27- ‘ make 
flow’ (I, 63, 8), ars- ‘ flow’ (IX, 86, 35; 94, 5), su- ‘ excite’ (IX, 66, 19), vid- 
‘obtain, grant’ (II, 22, 4). 

2 RV, X, 26, 9; cf. VIII, 36, 3. 

3 RV, IV, 40, 3. 

^ RV, X, 106, 10. 

5 RV, III, 3, 7. I have left Geldner's « Kraft» but the parallelism with 
is~ is in favour of the nuance suggested. 

6 RV, X, 19, 7. 

7 RV, X, 76, 1. 


16 
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sa na urjam upábhrty aya Erpa na jüryati «Durch unsere Darreich- 
ungen von Stdrkungen altert er nicht in dieser Gestalt » *, and 

ima hi tuvām ürjo vardhayanti «denn diese Stärkungen richten dich 
(Indra) auf» *. 


The genitival phrase za» patik (five times) 3, but especially 
4rjo napat (eighteen times) * can be rendered as Herr der Kräfte > 
and «Kind (Sohn) der Kraft»; the latter is paralleled by the 
expression sakasa stinuh ‘son of strength’ 5. 

These meanings are borne out by the derivatives. In the 
Rigveda we find the denominative Zz7—aya# «stärken / invigorer >Š 
(cf. zrjayantim tsam «das stárkende Labsal», zzjayantzm osadhim 
«stárkende Kraut >), the adjective zzjasvant—- < nahrhaft » 7 (either 
with kaviso bhaégah ‘ portion of the sacrifice’, or with osadhi-), 
and the compounds zzjasamz- «Stárkegewinner» and Zz»jàd- 
«Speiseesser» (contrasting with the yaz#iyasa#, the gods who 
are worthy of sacrifices). 

To repeat, the range of meaning denoted by z7j- is represented 
by ‘ vigour, strength, strengthening (food), nourishment’. Nothing 
could be further from the range of the Greek Gert, Although 
we are used to regarding 'anger' almost as the basic meaning, 
the evidence shows that this is merely one of its aspects. The basic 
meaning is 'natural propensity, striving; temperament, disposi- 


* RV, I, 128, 2. 

z RV IDT 

3 RV, I, 26, 1; V, 41, 12; VIII, 19, 7; 23, 12; 49 (60), 9. 

5 RY, 1: 585:82 IL 6.2: 11, 27,12; V, 7, G V, 17, St VE, 16, 25; VT, 48, 2; 
VII, 16, 1; VII, 17, 6; VIII, 19, 4; VIII, 44, 13; VIII, 49 (60), 2; VIII, 60 
(71), 3.9; VIII, 73 (84), 4; X, 20, ro; X, 115, 8; X, 140, 3. To these we may add 
urjah putram (once, at I, 96, 3). 

5 On this and similar expressions, see Gonda, Some observations on the 
relations between ‘gods’ and ‘ powers’ in the Veda — A propos of the phrase 
sunuh sahasah, 1957; on Zzj-, rendered as ‘ vigour, strength, strengthening 
food, refreshment’, see pp. 49 f., 96. 

6 Found eight times: II, 13, 8; 35, 7; III, 7, 4; V, 41, 18; VII, 65, 2; IX, 
89, 4; X, 37, 13; 97, 7. 

7 RV, X, 51, 8.9; 169, 1. On the formation (Zzjas— replacing 47j—), see 
Wackernagel-Debrunner, AzGr., II, 2, 226; Renou, Grammaire védique, 1952, 
168. 
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tion’. While zzj- is potential or actual strength, Gei is an attitude, 
a disposition to act in a certain way. Specht, who rejected the 
commonly accepted equation on phonetic grounds, tried to connect 
dey) with £p8c (from *werg—yd). But the argument that at Hesiod, 
Erga 303 f., 

ci òè 9tol vewecHor xal &vépec Öç xev &epyóc 
Copy, wmnoTvgoo, xo9o0potg eixeAog àOpYTVv... 


«deyqv dem Sinne nach gleich Zero sein konnten: is illusory. 
As is generally recognized, it is ‘ disposition, mood ', or ' natürliche 
Anlage’; it is enough to point to Pindar’s dpyatc... dAwréxwv 
UxeAot (cp. GAwmextCew at Aristophanes, Vespae 1241) and Aeschy- 
lus’ xv@ddrwv Éyovvac dpyac 2. 

Before we proceed, it will be useful te point out that, in addi: 
tion to the phonetic and semantic obstacles, there is also a morpholo- 
gical difficulty. The equation of the Greek noun with the San- 
skrit noun was impressive because de Saussure presented it (l. c.) 
in the form of a juxtaposition: pri — z7jà; he did not indicate 
the meanings and trusted that the agreement in form would be 
evident. But we have seen that the Vedic form is gZz7—, not ri, 
Saussure’s equation ignores the Vedic chronology. The 4-stem 
ZrjZ does exist but makes its first appearance in the Atharva- 
Veda. In the Rigveda it does not exist at all. It used to be assumed 
formerly that avjam at RV, X, 76,1 (quoted above) was the accu- 
sative of z»jà; but it is generally agreed now that it is the gen. 
plur. of Zzj-. It is therefore clear that the only inherited form 
was the consonantal stem z7j- which was later expanded into 
urj—à?. 


* Specht, « KZ », 59, 1931, 91 f. Nor are the other two examples any more 
convincing; in both òpyh is ‘ nature’ not ‘ actions’. 
? Pindar, Pyth., 2, 77; Aeschylus, Supplices, 763. 

. 3 See Wackernagel-Debrunner, 47zGr., II, 2, 260 f. Renou, Grammaire 
védique, 177; and earlier, Schmidt, « KZ », 32, 1893, 389. The correct interpre- 
tation is presented already by Grassmann, Wörterbuch, s.v. ën? Unfortuna- 
tely, the word occurs in the early parts of Mayrhofer's ZZyzz. Dict., when the 
author paid insufficient attention to internal chronology. As to the Z-stem 
tirja, it is possible that it was extracted from the original gen. pl. arjam, rein- 
terpreted as the gen. pl. of an Z-stem. The inconvenience of a form *drksani— 
on the other hand led to Zzj-a-sani-. 
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If then the Sanskrit word is no longer capable of attesting 
an Indo-European d-stem, the comparison of z»j- with Aert, 
already suspect on phonological and semantic grounds, becomes 
altogether untenable. From the Greek point of view, Apr is 
certainly a noun of the yov) type. The only question is whether 
we must continue to regard it as isolated within the Greek voca- 
bulary', or a derivative of an existing verb. The fact that it is 
absent from Homer does not necessarily prove that it did not 
exist in his time but it certainly suggests that it cannot have 
been old, i.e. of Indo-European date. If it appears in Hesiod, 
in the Hymn to Demeter (1. 205)?, and in elegy and lyric, we shall 
rather infer that it existed before but on a low level, not yet worthy 
of being incorporated in the epic vocabulary. 

As was pointed out above, derivation from *werg— ‘ work ' 
does not account for the meaning. Since, as is indicated by LS/, 
the original meaning is, roughly, ‘ natural impulse’, ‘ propensity ', 
a clear internal basis is offered by 6e¢y which, in addition to its 
basic meaning ' stretch (out), reach ', developed, already in Homer, 
the meanings ' stretch oneself out', with feet, hands, etc., a nuance 
that led also to ‘reach after, yearn for, desire’. The abstract 
noun *ópoyY& thus acquired the meaning ‘ inclination’ which then 
developed into ' disposition, temper’ and, with an application 
of the latter zx malam partem, into '(bad) temper, anger, etc. ’ 
Phonetically, *ópoy&, in which the accent always rested on the 
final syllable, was syncopated to *ópy&, the syncope being again 
facilitated by the environment (liquid-stop) and perhaps by 
the sequence of two o-s?. 

This interpretation is indirectly supported by the phonology 
of 6péyw, As is known, it has been suggested that its ó— represents 


* It is listed as such by Schwyzer, GG, 1, 460. 

? On the date of the hymn see Lesky’s cautious statement (Geschichte der 
griech. Literatur, 81): « Wer ihn dem ausgehenden 7. Jahrhundert zuweist, wird 
kaum, weit fehlen». The verb ópy(Copuot, ie. the form ópyicS9eioxa, was sug- 
gested by Ignarra for Hymn. Cer., 345, but Épyotc is generally retained by the 
editors today. 

3 I now see that this obvious derivation was clearly stated by Philipp 
Buttmann (Zexz/egzs, Engl. transl, London 1836, 132) and apparently accep- 
ted by Wackernagel (DeAnungsgesetz 3 = KSchr. 899). 
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the Greek reflex of a laryngeal, in fact the o—coloured laryngeal (Æ) 
that is said to be established by the noun Ópyuw; this would 
reflect *H erg- while the alternative < theme II», *H yeg- would 
be continued by Apéro: But, as will be shown presently, this 
interpretation fails to explain why Ópyutx, generally admitted to 
be a perfect participle, should be based on a different « théme » 
from the basic verb épéy@. It is more realistic to admit that the 
root represented in all Indo-European languages by *veg— devel- 
oped in Greek a prothetic vowel?. But then the question arises 
why do we not find *&péyo 3, or at least, by assimilation, *épéyw? 
The answer that ò- is due to Ópóyutx again ignores the fact that 
if the root was *&gey— or *épey-, the perfect would have been 
*àpoy- (or *&p-&poy—?) or *7poy— (or *ée—nepoy—?), which could 
not have influenced the present. If, however, an dstem noun 
was formed from the verb *&pey- or *épey-, that had to appear 
as *&poy& or *époy% either of which would have been assimilated 
to *époy%, changing in its turn the verb to Ópéyo. 

It only remains now to say a few words about the adjective 
ópy&c, —kd0¢, and the verb pyko. The former appears in the 5th 
century and denotes 'any well-watered, fertile spot of land, meadow- 
land, partially wooded, with or without cultivated fields’ (ZSJ), 
« (terre) grasse et fertile » (Boisacq). Unfortunately, it is impossible 
to establish whether the word originally had an initial digamma 
or not. The usual connexion with pyh certainly cannot account 
for the meaning of Ópy&c, so that the two must be separated. It 
would still remain possible to connect it with Skt. rj- ‘ invigorat- 
ing nourishment’; Gk. (/)opy%¢ would then represent an earlier 
*worega*, feminine of an adjective *woragos, with loss of the shwa 
after oz as in *Ópuoç, etc 8 But we must not overlook the fact 


* Benveniste, Origines, 152. 

? Schwyzer, GG, I, 411. 

3 Gonda actually assumes (« KZ», 73, 1956, 155 f.) this development 
in denyev which he equates with Sanskrit rajan—, both from *reg-. 

4 On adjectives in —£ç from thematic stems, see above p. 141 f. 

5 It does not matter from our point of view whether the loss of a is pho- 
netic (Saussure, Mélanges Nicole, 1905, 511°; Meillet, Les dialectes indo-europé- 
ens, 1950", 68; Zn£roduction?, 101) or analogical. But if the latter be the case, 
Schwyzer’s suggestion (GG, I, 362, 492; supported by Cowgill, in: Evidence for 
Laryngeals, 117) that «ópuoc etc. were formed from teps— etc. on the model 
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that an adjective fopyad—, from *werg— ‘work, till’ could have 
meant ' tilled, well-tilled' and so 'fertile'*. Finally, and sober- 
ingly, the meaning ‘rich tract of land sacred to the gods’ (LS/ 
s.v. 2) may represent the primary meaning in which case the 
idea of land set apart (for the gods) might point to the root fepy— 
in Epym (elpyw) ‘shut in/out’. 

Although it seems impossible to reach a firm conclusion, 
it is perhaps worth noting that the Hittite documents have pro- 
duced an adjective warkant- ‘fat’?. If this could be applied to 
land, it might be identical with, perhaps even the source of, a 
Greek fogyz9—-. Much more likely is however the alternative view 
that it offers a cognate for Sanskrit Z2zz- which we have deprived 
of the company of deyy. For warkant— as an adjective in —anz- 
seems to be based on a noun wark(a)— ‘fat’, just as perzn-ant- 
‘rocky’ derives from peruna- 'rock'?. This would mean that 
ark(a)- represents an IE *w7g-, identical with Sanskrit 477-, 
but irreconcilable with (/)opyac, except on the assumption that 
warkant-, or rather *wargad-, was borrowed into Greek. 

Returning now to the verb pyw, we must first note its two 
main meanings: I. (of vegetation) ' to be getting ready to bear, 
growing ripe’; 2. (of men) ' to be eager or ready’, and (of men 
and animals) ‘ swell with lust, to be in heat, desire sexual inter- 
course’. It is usually connected with òpyń, and this derivation, 
flawless from the morphological point of view, can be maintained 
if we assume that the original meaning was ' have an inclination, 
be inclined to ', leading, When used of men or animals, to ' be eager, 
ready’ and the sexual nuances, but to 'getting ready to bear ’, 


of yeye—: Yóvoc is inadequate since the point is that the form is not topo¢g but 
TÓpuog and there is no *yévuog. In other words, we have to explain top— in 
preconsonantal position, and for this the only explanation available is Kury- 
lowicz's, at A pophonie 20147. But see further on, p. 285. f. 

t For the agricultural use of *werg— ‘work’, note Avestan varazya— in 
certain contexts (Bartholomae, 2:7 Wb., 1376, 1. 22 f.), New Persian varz, barz 
« Feldarbeit, Ackerbau », and Mycenaean woze etc. 

2 Cf. Friedrich, Hethitisches Wörterbuch, 245. 

3 On this formation see Miss Kammenhuber’s paper Dze hethitischen —ant— 
Sufixe historisch-komparativ betrachtet («Münchener Studien zur Sprachwis- 
senschaft », 8, 1956, 43-57), 52. Our adjective does not seem to be analysed 
by her. 
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when used of the soil, and ' growing ripe, swell', when speaking 
of fruits. However, if ópy&c originally meant ‘ fat’ it is possible 
that ópy&o was influenced by it or even derived (by back-formation) 
from it *. 

To sum up. The noun py cannot be equated with Vedic 
4rj- but is simply the regular noun of action óp(o)y& from the 
well-known verb ópéyo. The date of the syncope is difficult 
to establish because the word does not occur in Homer. But if 
the verb Óópéyo owes its initial o— to òpoy (or Opy%) it was in 
use long before Homer. The adjective pyés is too ill-defined 
to warrant any firm statement on its origin; but if the early meaning 
was ‘fat’ it is possible that it is borrowed from Hittite warkant-. 
The verb épyé@ on the other hand is a fairly clear derivative of 
the noun 9p(o)y&. 


18) The feminine noun épyute ‘ the length of the outstretched 
arms, a fathom’ is characterized by ue, the ending of the 
feminine of the perfect participle active, and, in this instance, 
there is no reason why we should suspect the ending of being of 
a different origin. Its connection with the verb ópéyo ‘stretch out’ 
is obvious 2, and supported by similar developments elsewhere; cf., 
e.g., OSlav seen (from *seg% | scene), Russian sagen’ ‘ fathom ° 
from segnoti ‘stretch out one s arms'?; Germ. Klafter, OHG A/aftra 
‘fathom’: OEngl. clyppan ‘ embrace’ (Engl. chip), Lithu. gltdys 
‘the outstretched arms’‘*; Germ. Lachter ‘fathom’: OEngl. 
lecc(e)an (Engl. latch) ‘seize’, AdCoua. ‘take, seize'5. The 
function of the perfect is also clear in this instance — unlike the 
cases criticized above in which this aspect of the etymology was 


t The verb àpyZÇe ‘soften, knead, temper’, on the other hand, derives 
from Fepy-, cf. Boisacq, 710 and 262; Walde-Pokorny, I, 291. Schwyzer (GG, 
I, 718 and fn. 5) also separates ópy&o ‘ knead " from épyder ‘ swell’ but his con- 
nection of the latter with Skt. Zzjaya/i cannot be maintained in this form. 

? Cf. Boisacq, 710; Walde-Pokorny, II 363; Pokorny, 855; Brugmann, 
Grundriss", II, 1, 566; II, 2, 125; II, 3, 446.461; Schwyzer, GG, I, 541. 

3 See Vasmer, REW, II, 568. 

4 Kluge-Mitzka, Htym. Wb. der deutschen Spr., 195777, 372; Frankel, 
Litauisches etym. Wb., 156. 

5 Kluge-Mitzka 417. 
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obscure or even impossible’. For the perfect participle naturally 
describes a state resulting from a past action: the arms have been 
stretched out and therefore they are (now) outstretched. 

One minor point deserves perhaps to be cleared up before 
we proceed to discuss the problems of the formation. The fact 
that 8pyut« is the feminine of the perfect participle presupposes 
that it stands for an earlier phrase with a feminine noun meaning 
‘arm’; it would certainly be unparalleled if it were used as an 
abstract meaning ' the stretching out (sc. of the arms)’. Because 
of the gender, the noun to be understood cannot be mue ‘arm’ 
but only xete, and it is interesting that the scholia at ZZ. 23,327, 
define the word as } té&v 800 ysipGv sig nA&Tog Extaors, a defi- 
nition recorded by Hesychius s.v. But if the phrase originally 
denoted outstretched hands, then the correct form was ' (the) 
two outstretched hands’, i.e. the dual Ópyut&, so that the use of 
the singular is secondary, and probably arose in phrases such 
as Ocov bpyul& (cf. A 23,327) ‘about (the length of) the two 
arms outstretched ', interpreted as a singular ' about a fathom '. 
A concomitant change was the adoption of a final short vowel, 
attested by Homer?. The development is paralleled by French 
brasse ‘fathom’ which became a singular but was originally the 
plural dvacchia, meaning ' the (two) arms’ >. 

The etymology, the function of the perfect participle, and the 
meaning of the word are therefore pretty clear. Not so the form. 
We have seen already that some scholars assume that dpyute 
represents an entirely different form (*H,er—g—) from the basic 
verb Apéro (*H.,—eg—)5, which is obviously incompatible with 


r See above p. 205 f. 

2 The length of the final vowel in Attic ópyut&, Ionic ópyut4, must be 
regarded as an innovation based on the length in gen. dat. Cf. fepet% from 
Lëpeg. see Schulze, Quaest. epic., 488 f., and for the interpretation Scherer, 
Zur Laut- und Formenlehre der milesischen Inschriften, 1934, 18'; Szemerényi, 
Gedenkschrift P. Kretschmer, 11, 1957, 17449; «Glotta», 35, 1956, 2067. 

3 Cf. Meyer-Lübke, Romanisches etym. Wò., 19353, 111; Bloch-Wart- 
burg, Dictionnaire étym. de la langue française, 19603, 86. 

^ See 227". Adrados, Lavingales, 339, thinks that «ópyuix (sic!) no es 
grado pleno, sino cero *?7/g- > ópy- > and explains (p. 141) that op may have 
o due to an adjoining labial or velar, so that %(H), too, may be presumed to 
have developed into op. 
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the interpretation as a perfect participle; besides, if the initial 
vowel of ópeY— must needs reflect a primitive laryngeal there is 
no justification for seeing in it anything else but H,, i.e. regarding 
*reg— (or *H,r-eg-) as enlarged from the root *er- (not *or- or 
*H.er—) in Époso, Épeto etc: If the interpretation of Üpyuta 
as a perfect participle is taken seriously, we can only start from 
the known verb ópéyo. In Homer only the middle ópéyopoi 
appears in the perfect, represented by the 3.pl. pf. dpwpéyatar 
(ZL. 16,834) and 3.pl. plupf. ópepéy«vo (ZL 11,26) ‘ are/ were 
stretched (out)'. For Üpyutx however we need the active perfect 
which was in any case the antecedent of the middle form since 
its meaning was intransitive-passive. And here our problems 
begin. The participle ópyutx obviously represents a stage preceding 
the Attic reduplication found in the Homeric forms; instead of 
épwpey— we must start from @pey-, or rather Gpoy-, the regular 
1.sg. pf. being *ópoyx?. The current interpretation? assumes two 
anomalies in the formation of 6pyuta: it is without ' reduplication ' 
and presents the nil-grade of the root, both features that are ruled 
out by our material^. From the perfect *ópoy« only the partieiple 
*époy—Foc | *ópoy-utx can be expected, just as the perfect (ër, 
voyx has the participle (ev)nvoxuta. If, instead of *@QpoYyuta, 
we find Ógyuw5, we must recognize two successive changes: 
I) *OpoyutX was syncopated to *ópyut«; 2) in *Opyuw, & was shor- 
tened before the following cluster z + stop (Osthoff's law). The 
form Opyutx is therefore a completely regular descendant of the 
regular perfect *époY«. 

There remain two points of detail: the accentuation of the 
word, and certain forms in which a vowel appears between p and Y. 

To take the latter point first. In Homer we find the compound 


* Cf. Szemerényi, «AJ Ph», 72, 363°°; Cowgill, in: Evidence for Laryngeals, 
III; Frisk, GEW, I, 565. ' 

2 I shall discuss elsewhere how the Homeric and Attic type 8eapa arose 
from earlier doa. 

3 Cf. Chantraine, Hist. du parf., 1927, 45; Formation, 439; Schwyzer, GC, 
I, 541. 

t See above p. 209 f. 

5 J. Schmidt (« KZ >, 32, 1893, 349) considered an « urgriechisch » infle- 
xion ópóybte / *&pyutxc but the word is obviously not of Indo-European date. 
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éwedpyutog ‘nine fathoms long’ (Od. 11,312), which is a later 
adjustment of *évf@pyutos or *év/ópyutog (which developed into 
ÉwópYutog and was made clearer by spelling évvedpyutoc), a 
regular compound of Homeric épyute with the post-Mycenaean 
but pre-Homeric évfa-, syncopated from £ve/«', Compounds 
of this type occur in Herodotus: ðtópyvios (4,195), tecoepa.- 
xovtópYutog (2,148), msvvrxovtópyutoc (2,149), and Pindar uses 
éxatovt—opyutoc (fr. 2946 Bowra)?. Further compounds with 
-ópyutoG are found in post-Classical times, namely ^e7pópYutoc 
used (and coined?) by Antipater in the Ist c. B.C. 3, and nev- 
TópYutoG used (and coined?) by Lucillius in the Ist c. A.D. *, 
and Pseudo-Hero has dSmdexadpyuros 5. 

In contrast to these regular formations from ópyutx, the 
noun also appears as Ópóyutx, both independently and in com- 
pounds. The earliest instance is Sappho's émTopóyutot (móðec) 
* (feet) seven fathoms long '5, followed by Aristophanes’ éxatov- 
vopóyuiov (uYxoc) ' (height) of a hundred fathoms’, obviously an 
imitation’, the Attic norm being quite different as will be seen 
presently. Outside composition, the form ó9óyuw occurs, as has 
been mentioned already, in Pindar (once), and in an Attic inscrip- 
tion?. But the form àeóYote is also well attested by the lexico- 


* On the first part of the compound, see above, pp. 115 f. I do not see 
how one can assert (Sommer, Zahlwort, 28) that the word is «in jeder Bezie- 
hung als Spátling erkennbar». Only the spelling is rejuvenated but rather 
clumsily. | 

2 Bergk, followed by Snell (fr. 282) emends the word to éxarovtopdyurov 
but there is no justification for attributing this form to Pindar, even though 
at Pyth. 4, 228 Hermann was right in emending the manuscript reading to 
ópóyutav. On this, and the Aristophanic form, see the text further on. On 
compositional éxatoyt(a«)—, see Risch, « IF », 67, 1962, 132 f. 

3 Anthologia Palatina, 6, 223. 

4 Anthologia Palatina, 11, 87. 

5 In the Geometrica (4, 12), ascribed to Hero Mechanicus (2nd / 1st c. 
B.C.?). Tzetzes even ventured a é€nxovtdépyutoc. 

6 Fragment 1102 Lobel-Page; cf. Page, Sappho and Alcaeus, 1955, 120. 

7 Aves 1131; the form —opóyutoy is guaranteed by the metre. Whether 
the word is borrowed from Pindar and thus guarantees —opo- for the Pindaric 
form (see fn. 2 above), remains uncertain. 

8 The gen. pl. ópoyuóv occurs at JG, II?, 1693, (4th c. B.C.) three times. 
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graphers. Apart from Photios, the Etymologicum Magnum may 
be mentioned on account of the following curious note (633,6): 
ópóvutx ` dpsyw cé èxtelvw ` ó uécoc mapaxetuevog Opcya `T ugrox? 
QpeyGc ` TÒ Bau Opeyvia * cuoToA] x«i toon} dodyuta. 

This entry not only supports the form àQeóYuux but also 
gives the answer of the ancient grammarians to the question how 
it arose. In many ways, the explanation is similar to the one advan- 
ced above. The difference is that the ancient grammarian could 
freely operate with the shortening of a long vowel (ópeyui« > 
ópéyutx) in which we cannot follow him. Our only way out is the 
assumption that the long vowel was shortened when followed by 
r -+ consonant. This however has important consequences. If 
*épeyutx, or rather *ópoYutx, was first syncopated to *ópyuux be- 
fore it could be shortened to Üpyut«, there is no room for a form 
*ópéYuwX* at any point on the line. Fortunately, dpéyure is not 
a reality, the only authentic variant is ópóyuwx, and this is clearly 
a secondary development from öpyvıæ. As we have seen above?, 
liquid or nasal environment is conducive to anaptyxis, and, an 
important point, the new vowel assumes the timbre of the neigh- 
bouring vowel; cf. B(a)payyoc, ZaA(a)paova, hep(e)wec, Ent$(o)popoc, 
etc. It is therefore quite in order that Ópyutw« should develop a 
variant ópóyuix, perhaps even *ópoyutx (cf. Tepórcv from téptwv). 

The latter form seems indeed required by what appears to 
be the true Attic type of compounds with the noun dpyute. For 
in addition to the compounds in —ógYutoç and -opóYyutoc, we also 
have a large number in —dGouYoc. The attested forms all appear 
in one passage of Xenophon’s Cynegeticus (2,5) where the size 
of nets is given: TÒ Aë péyedoc th uèv Evddia Zero, vpudpuya 3, 


t This form, given by Stephanus Byzantius s.v. Gud, was discussed at 
length by J. Schmidt, « KZ», 32, 1893, 348 f. He is obviously right in con- 
cluding that Stephanus does not quote a real form but merely the gramma- 
rians’ construct mentioned, in a rather more lucid manner, also in the Ety- 
mologicum Magnum. But his further suggestion that épéyui« might have 
been a prehistoric antecedent is at variance with the fact that the form was 
*doevuwx (or rather *@poyuta). 

? See p. 205 f. 

3 Oddly enough, the adjective rprwpvyog is quoted by ZS/ from the Cy- 
rupaedia where (6, 1, 52) «ptopóyov is merely an emendation of L. Dindorf's 
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TeTOMpVLYA, TEevTWPUYA, TA OE Sixtua Oexópuya, eixoowdpuya, Tpux- 
xovtapuya XTA. Lest it be thought that these might be manuscript 
corruptions it should be pointed out that the type is confirmed 
by tevt@puy« (ntr. plur.) in an Attic inscription ', and éxerepuyov 
in an inscription from Chersonesos (200 B.C.) *. It is also probable 
that at Theophrastus, Historia plantarum, 5, 8, 1, Teetaxatde- 
xOpuYoc is to be read instead of —dpyutoc. 

If only the form öpyvta were known, this type would be 
impossible to understand 3 One would be at a loss to explain 
how —@puyoç could have arisen from the earlier regular type in 
-ópyutoc. With the variant Ópóyutwx the problem is not so unpro- 
mising. From it the regular compositional form -@poyuto¢ arose 
with the type of lengthening known from mevtóßoħoç zevropoBoc 
x&vTOpogoc. The next step was the loss of intervocalic z leading 
to —«poYuoc; cf. 6poyudv quoted above. The final result shows 
that in this form the short o was assimilated to the following v, 
and the new —@pvyvos was dissimilated to —«puy(u)oc*. 

Finally, the accent of dpyuta calls for comment. Unfortuna- 
tely, the facts are not very clear. In Homer we find ópyuta, öp- 
Yutev, and the grammarians report that it had the same accent- 


though no doubt correct. But the adjective appears in ms. A of the Cynege- 
ticus and is in Marchant’s text. 

* 1G, ID. 1627, 356 (328 B.C). 

2 Contrast the statement in LSJ, s.v. ExatHevg with Schwyzer, GG, I, 
5934, and see Keil, < Hermes», 38, 1903, 140; Bechtel, Grzech. Dial., II, 203. 

3 However strange it may sound, there has been no attempt so far to 
explain the type —@puvyoc, except for Saussure's suggestion (Mélanges Graux, 
743?) that mevtapvyos contains *ópoy/ which however cannot be correct since 
the noun is only Genua, Cf. also above, p. 86, fn. 3. 

4 The first step may have been the consonantalization of —Yboc to —gzos, 
known from instances of synizesis (Schwyzer, GG, I, 244 bottom). — An apparen- 
tly simpler explanation would be to assume metathesis from -—opyuoc (from 
~opyvtog) to —opuyoç, with subsequent introduction of compositional lengthen- 
ing. But I know of no instance of metathesis affecting a vowel in hiatus; 
'Agop8lv« from 'AgpoBiva seems to be the only type known, see Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 267. — The suggestion that the v of —oguy— is of the same kind as that 
of —óvopog and —hyupig (Wackernagel, Dehnungsgesetz, 49 = KSchr., 945) is 
incorrect. Only —ämupte (from —nvogtç, see 86^) is parallel, i.e. due to vowel-as- 
similation, while —vopoc shows labialization. 
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pattern as &yuux / &yuikc (Hom. Zrue ğyvray — Gu Zrual 
Gud &yutaic), &pmutx | &pruiXc, etc. They also state that 
dpyuia | ópyut&c was the regular Ionic accentuation (i.e. ópyuta / 
épyutys), and some assert that it was Old Attic and Ionic while 
Herodianus reports that the various dialects generalized either 
the proparoxytone or the oxytone accent?. In spite of the uncer- 
tainty concerning the details, it is clear that both Ópyut« and 
ópyutXc (and dpyutc) are real, although perhaps not with the 
diachronic and synchronic distribution reported. Accepting this as 
a fact, philologists generally interpret the alternation as something 
archaic, inherited from Indo-European °. But this interpretation 
is unacceptable from the Indo-European point of view. 

The noun Berue, originally a feminine perfect participle, 
could only have accented the last formative element 3: the masculine 
perfect participle accented the suffix —»ós (cidac, Skt. vidvan), and 
the feminine was —zs—, certainly never -+ «sz*. This rule is con- 
firmed by the true perfect participles which have feminine —vta. 
If certain words show a different accentuation that is due to the 
fact that, having lost their original morphological status as parti- 
ciples of the perfect system, they were free to undergo certain 
changes. It is therefore clear that Kurylowicz is right in attempting 
to explain this accent-variation as a secondary, Greek develop- 
ment 5, In his view, the old ‘fixed’ accent of *épyuta | ópyut&c, 
*évula | &yoiXc; — where uo / -viç represent the old end- 
stressed type -usi | -usyás, cf. uta | uc from *smi | *smiyůs — 
was replaced by Zeus and Spyurav in the nominative and accu- 


* See, H. W. Chandler, Greek accentuation, 1872, 54 f. (quotes Choerobo- 
skos: ópyutx/ópyotXc Ionic, but gpyutx also ‘our’ pronunciation); B. I. Whee- 
ler, Der griechische Nominalaccent, 1885, 111.115; Kühner-Blass, Ausfuhr- 
liche Grammatik der griech. Sprache, Y, 1, 18903, 392 f.; Vendryès, Traité d'ac- 
centuation grecque, 1945, 206 f.; Snell, Lexikon des frühgriechischen Epos, I, 
1955, IOI s.v. Sue, Add. l 

2 Cf. Schmidt, « KZ », 32, 1893, 349 f. ; Schwyzer, GG, I, 381.474; Stang, 
Slavonic accentuation, 1957, 175. 

3 See Meillet, Jntroduction®, 276.279. 

4 Nor —wés—ya/—us—yas (Schwyzer, GG, I, 474, but cf. ivix ` vidusi), 
unless in Pre-Indoeuropean, cf. Kurylowicz, 4 pophonie, tos f. 

5 Kurylowicz, Accentuation”, x19 f. 
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sative singular * under the influence of the barytone type nota; 
in the gen. dat. no change took place because the suffix had a 
different form (yds as against —yàs). But the change does not 
seem very clear on this explanation, and one might venture to 
disagree on some points. Thus if the type 7ótvt« succeeded in 
imposing its pattern on Ópyutx one wonders why gen. dat. wotvl&c 
motvig did not succeed in changing ÓOpyuiXg ÓópyuuX to *Ópyulac 
*épyula, especially as this actually occurred in the fix-accent type 
-via | —vw(&c, paralleled by òcra / HSetac, etc. It seems fairly clear 
that just as pla/ utXc evolved from the inherited *sz Irmine, 
ie. Je replaced —, so in the feminine perfect participle -ust j 
~usyas became —-u(h)E&/ -u(h)y&c, and, after the loss of intervocalic 
—h—-, —via f —vrae. 

This means that we have to start from *@poyvia / *@poyutac, 
which developed into *ógyuie / épyuréc. If *épyuta, and *&yuic 
*xo(e)ruta (which are not perfect participles), appear as dpyure 
&yura Zou, that is clearly due to the same cause as the change 
from *nàatata (~ Skt. prthivi) to Iëroe, which similarly con- 
trasts with the adjective mActet«?; and if we have dpyurat &yutad, 
these again are due to the same cause as llA«vatat Oaperat tæp- 
qet in contrast to the regular mAxtetar òsta. Now in the latter 
case there can be no doubt that lIA«vouxt Oamerat represent the 
old type and mAateta: ġelat an innovation due to the morpho- 
logical pressure from the masculine-neuter: ?9ela(v) / Seas changed 
to Dëetoivl / HSetas because of Hús HSV / HSE0g etc. In contrast 
to this transformation, the change from *mA«vat« to Méta, 
which cannot have been morphological, must have been phonetic 
and the same change led to the replacement of *ópyuta by Ópyuta. 

Thus we are driven to the conclusion that the solution must 
be sought in the tendency to displace the accent towards the begin- 
ning of the word. A particularly clear case is presented by the 
proparoxytone abstract nouns in -st from oxytone adjectives 
in Ae, e.g. &xpípet« from axptBys, Ahde from HAndYG, aopdrera 
from &cq«Arc; and by feminines formed from masculines, e.g., 


* Kurylowicz adds the nominative plural but I see no evidence for it, 
on the contrary: the Homeric text has Goal, 
? On the equation, see p. 157 f. 
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Bactrern from «eue, 3óvetpx from othe. The assumption 
that oxytone feminine -stems could become barytone solely on 
account of the gen. pl. -é@v" cannot possibly account for whole- 
sale recessive accentuation. It is obvious that there were certain 
phonetic tendencies which were restricted by countervailing 
morphological pressures. In the case of &yuta and mA&Toaix one 
cannot help noticing that the process comes under the terms of 
Vendryès’ law?: *&yui« *zÀxraix develop into &yuwx mAdtarm 
in the same way as Éyoye Éuovye Epyuog tpdxatov arise from 
*éyüye (< Éyo ye), éuol ye, čpňpoç, vporatow. But Vendryès’ 
law describes a change that takes place between Old Attic (5th 
c. B.C.) and New Attic, so that for the earlier change we could only 
assume that a similar tendency prevailed at an earlier date. There 
would be nothing surprising in this, since we can often see that 
the same general tendency makes itself felt repeatedly in the history 
of a particular language. A more serious difficulty is the fact that 
Vendryés’ law only applies to cases where the properispomenon 
is preceded by a short syllable. For in that case we would have 
to assume that Ópyuwx is not phonetic but due to the analogy of 
&yura “Isua. Though this is possible it should be pointed out that 
the same accent-withdrawal is found with nous in ~eta whether 
the preceding syllable is short or not (&xplgeuwx &XfSew, etc.), so 
that it is better to say that at an early date — pre-Homeric if 
our Homeric accentuation can be trusted — there was a tendency 
to accent-shift, independent of the quantity of the antepenult 3. 

The chronology of the change — always assuming that the 
accentuation ZYute öpyvıæ of our Homeric text is not later import 
— favours identifying it with the change seen in Xv9pomoc. As is 
known, Mario Lucidi, whose life has been cut short so tragically, 
explained the curious accentuation-pattern of this type by assum- 


* Kuryłowicz, Accenzuation?, 114 f. and 1197. 

2 Vendryès, «MSL >, 13, 1906, 218 f.; Traité d'accentuation grecque, 1945, 
263; Hirt, /»daogermanische Grammatik, 5, 1929, 56; Schwyzer, GG, I, 383. Ku- 
rylowicz's attempt to replace the law by a morphological change (A ccentuation?, 
159 f.) is again based on a very narrow point and on a contact (between compo- 
sitional —xtdévotct instead of —xtovotc. and uncompounded «pómotov Épnuoc 
etc., p. 161) which is unreal. 

3 This was maintained by Hirt (eg, Indogermanische Grammatik, 5, 
1929, 52 f.) and is still the most likely although the formula lacks precision. 
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ing! that the free accent of Indo-European was, in Greek, first 
restricted by a trimoric law — entailing the accentuation *évdpGr0¢ 
—- and then the trimoric law was replaced by the three-syllable law 
so that the properispomena withdrew the accent onto the preceding 
syllable: *&v9p&roc became &v9pomoc. If this is true 2, it will be 
seen that the original *ópyuia regularly changed to the Homeric 
dpyura. (Add.) 

To sum up. The noun 8pyvie represents the early regular 
feminine perfect participle of the verb épéyw. Starting as *@po- 
yva (from the early perfect *@poya), this was first syncopated 
to *épyutx and then shortened to ópyuw, The historical accent- 
alternation Bemuaa / ópyut&c does not preserve an Indo-European 
variation but is a Greek transformation, in virtue of Lucidi’s 
&vGpuroc-law, of *dpyuta | *ópyuiXc, the inherited alternation 
(IE *-usi | -usyas > Gk. -~via | —otXc > —ut | Xe). The early 
ópyut« soon (Sappho) gave rise to anaptyctic ópóvutx which is also 
the basis of the Attic compounds in -puyoc; these represent a 
dissimilated -—wpuy(v)o¢ from —opuyv(tjog < —@poyutoç. As to 
the date of the syncopation of *Òpoyvia to *ópyuux, we can only 
affirm that it is pre-Homeric. But it is very likely that it 1s consi- 
derably older since by Homer’s time the shortening to Opyut« 
had also taken place already. The accent-shift from *ópyui« to 
$pyuwx also seems to indicate a period at a considerable remove 
from Homer's time. Thus the changes involved may well belong 
into the Mycenaean period. 


19) Greek dupadds ` navel’ clearly belongs with the following 
words of other Indo-European languages: Lat. wmbicus "navel": 
Olrish imåliu, gen. imblenn, OHG nabalo, OEngl. nafela, ON 
nafile ‘navel’; OPrussian xabis, Late naba ‘ navel’; Skt. sabhi- 
‘navel’, Avest. «abá-nazdisia- ‘next of kin’ (‘nearest by the 
navel, of the family-group °) 3. At first sight, the Greek form points 
to an antecedent *ombh— (from *onbh—), which could be represented 


t M. Lucidi, L'origine del trisillabismo in greco (« Ricerche Linguistiche >, 
I, 1950, 69-92) 82 f., 85 f. On his tragic death, see « AION-L », 3, 1961, I. 
2 Kurylowicz's objection (Accenfuation?, 111*) does not carry conviction. 
3 See, eg, Boisacq, 702; Walde-Pokorny, I, 130; Walde-Hofmann, II, 
814; Pokorny, 314 f. — The Iranian forms with —f- (Avestan z4fa- ' navel; 
family’, safya- ‘kindred’, Persian z4f ‘navel’, etc.) can be ignored here 
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by Latin umécus also', while, with one exception, all the other 
languages reflect an IE *zoó£-; the exception, Olrish zmdbliu, is 
to be traced to *góZ-elyón *. 

We are thus faced with an Indo-European word which, al- 
though its meaning is well defined, shows considerable formal varia- 
tions. The variations are in fact so great that one must ask whether 
all the variants can be members of the same paradigm. For the 
well-established meaning guarantees a well-established paradigm. 
Now either of the alternative inflections *omók- | *mbh-os (gen.), or 
*nobh— | *nbh—os would be possible but they cannot both be right. 
We have already met a similar situation in the case of the number 
‘nine’? and have seen that the generally assumed root-variations 
between *(ZZJemw- | *(H,)new- never existed; only *(Zj)mew-| 
*(H,)nu- can be assumed, with the proviso that *(H nu- was 
soon given up and *(H, new- remained the only form in use‘. 

There are however a few further instances in which a similar 
anomalous alternation seems to occur which is used to support 
the case in question. 

A coherent group is formed by Gk. 4vv§ ' talon, claw; nail ’; 
Lat. unguis ' nail’, ungula ° hoof’; Olrish ingen, OWelsh eguin > 
NWelsh ewin ‘nail; talon, claw’; OHG xaga/, OEngl. naezl > 
Engl. nazi; OSlav noga ‘ foot’, nogoto ‘ claw, nail’; OPruss. nage 
‘foot’, nagutis ‘fingernail’; Lithu. zagà. 'hoof', nāgas ' nail, 
claw’, magutis ‘ fingernail’; Skt. nakha~, NPers. ndxun ‘nail, 


since ~-f- does not warrant an Indo-European variation of zenuis aspirata: 
media aspirata (Reichelt, Awestisches Elementarbuch, 1909, 46), nor an Aryan 
ph (Walde-Pokorny, I, 130), but is a purely Iranian innovation, see my discus- 
sion at 4 ZDMG », IOI, 1951, 208 f. To the cases mentioned there I should now 
add Avestan jafra— ‘deep’, J2fzu- ‘valley’ which, as shown by Jazwz. vafra- 
‘with deep snow’, derive from /aó—- (KE *e”ydh-, see «Glotta», 38, 1960, 
212 f.); the unvoicing probably originated in the cluster —z- (7gf»4—), cf. —sn-— 
from —z»— in yasza-, etc. Add. 

* I ignore here OHG amban 4 Schmerbauch », etc., compared with our 
group by Lidén (« KZ », 61, 1933, 17), since the meaning is quite different. 

2 Pokorny (314) offers Celtic *esdilén— but this does not account for the 
palatalized 7. The suffix was approximate —(Z)yez-, see Pedersen, Vergleichende 
Grammatik der keltischen Sprachen, II, 1913, 55. 

3 Above, II 2, especially p. 108 f. 

* In this word even the grade *(/7;)mw-, familiar from other cases, is 
absent. 
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claw’; Arm. etungn ‘nail, claw, iron book": Here again, the 
satem languages and Germanic clearly present a stem-form *zog#— ? 
while the Celtic languages reflect *ngh-wind?. The two variants 
can be combined in a primitive paradigm *zog£Z-s | *ngh—os; the 
Celtic and Balto-Slav forms may reflect the enlarged forms *zogA- 
u—[*nugh—w-. The position of the Greek word would seem to be 
fairly clear: vuy- reflects IE *zog#- with a prothetic vowel and 
the development of o > found also in WE < *nok”ts, —vuuoc 
«C -@vop.voc, Tpuuvós < *mpouvoç 4. Similarly, Armenian efungn 
is best explained as deriving from *zogh— which developed a pro- 
thetic vowel e— and acquired the element a so frequent in names 


€ 


of parts of the body (cp. o£» ‘foot’, unkn ‘ear’ etc.); *enogn 
was then, by anticipation, nasalized to *exongn > *enungn and 
finally the first of three z-s was dissimilated to /, giving efungn 5. 


* Cf. Boisacq, 705; Walde-Pokorny, I, 180 f.; Walde-Hofmann, II, 818 f.; 
Pokorny, 780. — I do not include Sanskrit aighri— ° foot’ which is either from 
a different source altogether (s. Mayrhofer, Etym. Dict., I, 545) or a blend of 
*aghri— (< *ngh-li-, from our word) and that group. 

? On the Armenian form presently. 

3 This was first suggested by Thurneysen af. Brugmann, Grundriss, 
II, 322. Cf. for this and the development of —g/- to Olrish —zg-, British 
—w-—, Pedersen, Vergleichende Gram. der keltischen Sprachen, Y, 106 f., II, 59; 
Lewis-Pedersen, 4 Concise Comparative Celtic Grammar, 1937, 34; Thurneysen, 
Grammar of Old Irish, 1946, 124. 

* I cannot discuss this point here but it will suffice to state that vu can- 
not represent a « Schwachstufe > of ve/vo (Schwyzer, GG, I, 352), nor a reduced 
grade of 2 (eA”, Martinet, < Word», 9, 1953, 263). The change —ouv— > —vpv— Is 
clearly a purely Greek labialization, while *zo#%£s > nukts shows the influence 
of the labiovelar, cf. de Saussure, «MSL», 7, 1892, 92 f. (in spite of Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 258); Cowgill, in: Evidence for Laryngeals, 1960, 112 f., esp. 114. This 
assumption would be the nearest for our word, too, if we could assume an 
IE *nog’h— instead of *zogA-. It is usually assumed that Celtic is against 
this in that mghw gave zg (> Irish zg, but Britisch w) while zg'"Z would have 
fallen together with zg(Z), see Pedersen, Vergleichende Gram., I, 106 f.; Thur- 
neysen, Grammar of Old Irish, 138; Jackson, Language and History im Early 
Britain, 471, 508 f. I do not think that the question is very clear (see also Bin- 
chy, «Celtica», 3, 1956, 228 f.) but it would be unprofitable to pursue the prob- 
lem here. Germanic is in any case difficult because *zag/a- is unlikely to de- 
rive from *zog"Z/o- which would have developed into *zaw/a-. It remains 
therefore best to regard the labial as a distinct z. All this does not affect the 
development of vo from *(ojnoghs. Add. 

5 Meillet, Esquisse, 47.54-5, accounts only for the 7. 


Loss of e or o 241 





This unitary picture is marred by the Latin data only: unguis 
seems to point to *ougwis and this could most readily be recon- 
ciled with the other members of the group if we could start from 
an Indo-European alternation *ongh—| nogh- which would then 
have to derive from an earlier *onogh—. For the moment, however, 
it will be best to stress that only the Latin word requires, or seems 
to require, a vowel before the form nogh- |ngh- reflected by the 
other languages'. (Add.) 

Slightly less confused is the picture presented by the words 
for ‘cloud’, based on *xebh—-?. Most frequent is the s—stem 
*zebhos: Hitt. mebis ‘sky’; Skt. nabhas— "mist, clouds, vapour, 
atmosphere, sky’, Avest. zabah— ‘sky’, OSlav nebo ‘sky’, Lithu. 
debesis * cloud’; Gk. végoc ‘cloud’. More limited is the spread 
of *nebh—-eld in Gk. vegéin ‘cloud’, Lat. nebula, OHG nebul etc. 

A derivative *mbh—ro— (from *néh-ro-) appears in Skt. abra- 
‘cloud, rainy weather’, Avestan awra- ‘cloud, rain’, Lat. inber 
(also Osc. Anafriss «imbribus » ?) š. 


* Specht inverts the facts when he assumes (« KZ», 65, 1938, 201, but 
especially Ursprung, 1944, 253!) that the original stem was *onghu— (or 
*onkhu—-) which was kept in Latin alone while in Greek it developed into óvuy—, 
and in Germanic and Balto-Slavic into *zogA- (here ignoring the final of 
*ongh-u—). His tabuistic assumptions about this metathesis are as unacceptable 
as his views on the original variation between ¿Z(A) (in Aryan, Greek, and 
German!) and g, and his final identification of the pure root *o with that of 
óyxoc so that the ‘ claws’ are originally ‘die Krummen’, although öyxog is no 
more than the ‘ barb of an arrow’. I merely mention here Otrebski’s view 
(«Lingua Posnaniensis», 5, 1955, 177) that a «movable» z, found in unguis 
from *ongh-w-is can also appear before gh so that vuy- is from *oz-u-gh-. 

2 See Boisacq, 106, 666; Walde-Pokorny, I, 131 f.; Walde-Hofmann, 
I, 680 f.; II, 151 f. Pokorny, 315 f. Abajev, Zszorz£o—etimologiteseij slovar’ 
osetinskogo jazyka, Y, 1958, 71 s.v. arvu ‘sky’. 

3 I omit the river-names usually quoted (Améra in Italy, etc.) and also 
Gk. &qopóc, because of its meaning, see Frisk, GEW, I, 197. Gk. SuBoog ‘rain’ 
cannot be from IE *:póhros — unless we accept Georgiev’s view that it is from 
his Pre-Greek Indo-European substratum where m > um (in Greek represen- 
ted by uu/ou) and Aë > 6, see his Vorgriechische Sprachwissenschaft, Y, 1941, 
70.94, although this word seems to have been dropped in the later lists at «Vo- 
prosy jazykoznanija», 1954/4, 59; Jssledovanija po sravnilelno-istoriteskomu 
jazykoznaniju, Moscow 1958, 90 f.; now again Merlingen, « Linguistique Bal- 
kanique >, 4, 1962, 46. — Cp. now Krahe, «BzN» 15, 1964, 10-16. 
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All these forms fit into the well-known patterns. From a 
primitive root-noun *zeb£- there were derivative formations 
such as *nebh—es— *nebh—elaé and *nbh-ro~(> *mbhro—-), presuppos- 
ing the inflection *zebA—- | *ybh—-os*. Armenian az ‘cloud’, if it 
belongs with our group, represents *góA-o-?, but Skt. ambu ‘water’ 
which appears very late is not of Indo-European provenance š. 
But two forms show unexpected features. Skt ambhas— ' water ' 
seems to point to *embhes— (or *ombhes—), apparently from *exdbhes— 
with a vowel before *z(g)ók-. Gk. šuBeos ‘ rain’ shows not only 
this vowel but also B for IE Aë Although the Greek form is often 
regarded. as being regularly developed from a form with 2A * one 
notices that the alleged cases are all of rather irregular formation, 
so that one cannot accept the statement as valid. Nonetheless, 
we shall have to take these two forms into account. 

Whereas in the groups of *zoóh- 'navel' and *zeg£- ' nail 
(of finger or toe), talon' there is no obvious verbal basis — at least 
I do not believe that *zobA- is to be derived from a verbal base 
meaning ‘ burst’ > — in the case of *zebA- ' cloud ' there would 


I Í need not discuss here Lat. zz:5euws and (?) Pehlevi soë), Persian 
nem ‘wet’, Manichaean Sogdian nambi (nmby) ‘dew’ (Henning, Manichäi- 
sches Bet-und Beichtbuch = «Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie», 1936/ 
IO, 1937, 57 ad 497), which represent *zemókos (Walde-Hofmann, II, 169) or, 
on the Latin side at any rate, *zZmókos. Both could be reduplicated formations: 
ne-nbh-o- and/or *ni—nbh—-o— (cp. Meillet-Vendryés, Grammaire comparée des 
langues classiques, 19537, 369) respectively, from *zedh-. 

2 Hübschmann, Armenische Grammatik, 1, 1897, 417. The variant amp 
certainly does not point to an IE zë (Pokorny, 316) but is an internal variant, 
probably due to 2zzóema ‘I drink’ and this may well be from *ezd-A(z)pem 
< IE Zéi, as suggested by Meillet, «MSL», 9, 1896, 155; cf. Esquisse”, 134. 
The noun wap ‘drink’ is clearly connected with 2725e7 and does not repre- 
sent an IE *omě- (Scheftelowitz, «BB», 29, 1899, 41) but is a back-formation 
from 2745e7 built on the general ablaut-variation us—/am-. 

. 3 See Bloch, « BSOS p, 5, 1929, 739; cf. Mayrhofer, EZym. Dict., 1, 45 
and 210 (s. Atyadmbu 1). 

4 Cp. Schwyzer, GG, I, 333. I hope to return to this problem. 

5 See on this suggestion Walde-Hofmann, II, 814, where the more plau- 
sible alternative connection is also discussed. 

6 I note here that Benveniste (Les infinitifs avestiques, 1935, 12) empha- 
sizes that, like Hitt. zepis, OSlav nebo, the Avestan hapax zabàs means « ci- 
eux», and that the original meaning of *zeóAes- was «ciel nuageux» as opposed 
to «ciel comme voûte dure » (Avest. asman, etc.). 
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seem to be an appropriate base in the Greek verb v&g-. However, 
the verb makes its first appearance with Aristophanes’ Evvvéger 
and perfect Euvvévoge, and, although it would not be impossible 
for Greek to preserve an archaic Indo-European verb, on the 
whole it is very unlikely that it should have this distinction over 
all the other languages of the family which show no trace of the 
verb at all: It is much more likely that, led by their verb vetoes 


'it snows' — probably replacing the more archaic-looking type 
*sning"heti preserved in Latin szmguit and Lithuanian szz#ga ‘ it 
snows' — which at an early stage was matched by the root-noun 


vip—, the Greeks built on vég-oc a verb véget; alternatively, the 
regular —yo-verb *vegeles (< *vepeo—yet) which contracted to 
*yvemet — as did tehet < teeter, etc. — was changed to véQEL 
after vetọst and was then treated as a root-verb and given the 
perfect vévope 2, It is more important to note here that the root- 
noun underlying the several derivatives (*nebh—es—, *nebh—elé, 
*nbh-ro-) is perhaps attested by Rigvedic nom. pl. xdbh-as, 
acc. pl. zaóA-as, which probably means ' sources, springs ' 2, 
According to current interpretation, a rather similar case is 
presented by the Indo-European word for ‘name’. We have 
briefly touched on this problem before, stating that the primitive 
inflection was correctly reconstructed by Cowgill as *()ximy | 
*( JT )umn-os or *(H)ymens‘*. In view of certain recent attempts 


* Unless *xembho— and/or *ximbho—, mentioned above, should be based 
on, and thus preserve, a nasal-infix *ze—z—óh and/or a reduplicated *zi-zóA- 
(type uí-uv—o). For further speculations concerning the connection of our 
group with a root meaning ' spring (forth) ', see Pokorny, 315 f. 

2 It is interesting that the manuscripts have fvwegei, emended by 
Cobet to Euwéget see LSJ s.v. cuvvéoo; it is difficult to tell whether one can 
regard —vegsi as a confirmation of the explanation just offered. I am glad to 
see that Risch, W2dg., 73, also thinks that Euvvégpg, is a back-formation (cf. 
Schwyzer, GG, I, 684), and thus discounts the IE origin of the verb. 

3 On this moot question see Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4iGr., III, 241. — 
Frisk, « Eranos», 40, 1942, 84, combines Lacon. ópg&-6oyu/, and other words 
with our group, but this is a purely formal possibility (if it is one) which igno- 
res the semantic side; for his MHG parallel see Kluge-Mitzka, Ætym. W0., 146 
s. Duft. On the other hand I am not quite convinced that ëuaeh ‘sound’ and 
‘smell’ can be identified completely (Pisani, L'etimologia, 1947, 161). 

4 See above p. 109. Vaillant, Grammaire comparée des langues slaves, HU, 
I, 1958, 212, also posits *z¿22%z | *nmn-. : 





244 Loss of e or o 





to project the long stem-vowel of Latin and Aryan into Indo- 
European — *(/Z)weH mn or similar forms have been posited * — 
it is important to draw attention to Cowgill's argument that any 
such interpretation is ruled out by Celtic: Olrish ainm and OWelsh 
anu (Welsh enw, with analogical e) can only be based on an IE 
*unnu] *wnens since *(HD)umu (= *ümm) would have led to *ndm-. 
He has not dealt, however, with the Old Prussian form, and from 
the viewpoint of our present enquiry it is vital to clarify its ante- 
cedent. 

The Old Prussian word, attested in the nom. ewmmens, acc. 
emnen or emnan, gen. emnes, is usually paraded as evidence of 
a full-grade form *(7)ez—-5?. It would be the only language 
attesting such a form, although Old Prussian has no great repu- 
tation for archaisms. The only one, since dialectal Greek ëvvpa 
agrees by accident only, in that IE *zdmn developed a prothetic 
vowel in Greek: the original paradigm *z]ozzn | *nomn-os developed 
into *ovoua | *ovvuvos or *evoua | *evouyoc 3, from which, by levelling 
of the vocalism and introduction of the inflection, dvoya / óvópa voc 
and čvvpa / évouato¢ were generalized according to the dialect. 

In addition to being the only Indo-European language to 
exhibit an anomalous first syllable, Old Prussian would also differ 
from Slavic zme which indisputably derives from *gz*. Rather 
than to assume this accumulation of anomalies we should ask 
whether the form emmens is correctly interpreted, whether it neces- 
sarily points to an IE *enm—. Now it is well known that, although 
IE z and the z of the sequences zz zm from IE g m are with great 


* See most recently Hamp, « AION-L », 2, 1961, 187 f. 

2 Schwyzer, GG, I, 352 (followed by Pokorny, 321) quotes for en- not 
only OPruss. emmens but also Albanian emën (i.e. Tosk emër ' name"), which 
is phonetically impossible, see Hamp, 1. c., p. 188. 

3 For the expected timbre of the prothetic vowel note Arm. anun. In 
Greek the development is less clear. If the general pattern was followed (see 
above p. 227), the primitive *&voux was assimilated to évou« and this, in cer- 
tain dialects, dissimilated to *£voux / Suuue, Add., and cp. 3777. 

^ It is unimportant in this context that some scholars (e.g. Vaillant, 
Grammaire comparée des langues slaves, II, 1, 1958, 205) assume *zzzez. I can- 
not believe in such neuter forms and regard zme (instead of Za) as due to a 
conscious effort to preserve the stem-form ¿zzez— of all the other cases; nomina- 
tival Sien naturally appeared as zz. Benveniste’s *aéu—-m-—en— for Slav 
ime (Origines, 181) ignores the well-known fact that Primitive Slavic had *sme. 
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consistence represented by 7, there are nonetheless in all documents 
undoubted cases in which they are represented by er, Thus, besides 
the normal dessimpts, we also find dessempts in the catechism (T), 
lemiai in the Enchiridion, and meltan seweynis in the Elbing Voca- 
bulary. The forms dessempts and seweynis (cp. Late. sivēns 
‘ piglet ) would seem to show that z, apparently an open sound, 
was apt to be denoted by e in the neighbourhood of another e. 
If then we find evzmens instead of expected *immens (from *iumens), 
we shall not jump to the conclusion mentioned above but shall 
infer an orthographic or linguistic deviation within Old Prussian 
history, with no connection with the long-distant Indo-European 
past. 

We can thus regard it as established that the Indo-European 
word for ‘name’ is based in all languages on the primitive inflec- 
tion *zdmun/*nmn-—os; there is no justification for postulating a 
primitive form *en-men— or *on—men-. 

It should, perhaps, be stressed at this point that what is 
objectionable is not the simple fact that alternations of a type 
*enebh— | *enbk- | *nebh— are assumed. These are undeniably present 
in the Indo-European system whether we refer to them with Hirt’s 
term «Schwebeablaut » or view them as «theme I» and « théme 
II» in Benveniste’s system ?. Thus it is possible that Gk. Groe 
‘bulk, size, mass of a body’ and the verbal base évex— ‘carry’ 
are to be connected; if so, Syxog can represent *(H,)on—k-o- 
while vex- derives from "*(7)s-e£-, the two exhibiting the 
type of alternation in question. It is well established that *dezwo- 
(Lat. deus etc.) relates to *Zyeu- (Zeds etc), and *gheim— to 
*ehiyem-— etc., in the same way?. What is contended here is that 


* Endzelin's discusssion at AZreusszsche Grammatik, 1944, 35.44, should 
be supplemented from the very detailed treatment in Berneker's Die Preussische 
Sprache, 1896, 118, 158 f., 247; he also enlightens on the transfer of the origi- 
nal neuter to the animate class (pp. 173, 181 f., 188). Add. 

? I should make it clear however that the assertion often made that only 
alternants like *Jerk—/*Jrek—- are real, while Hirt's *4ere£— is not, cannot 
be maintained diachronically: *2er£- can only be understood as being develo- 
ped from an earlier, real, *4ére£-, just as *$re£— of necessity presupposes 
*perék—-. Maurer's view (< Language», 23, 1947, 1-22) that *4re£— is merely 
a metathetic form of *er£-, or vice versa, is contradicted by many examples. 

3 See Szemerényi, « Glotta », 38, 1959, 121-3. 
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in ready-made words there is no alternation of the type *exó4-| 
*nebh-. | We have the paradigmatic alternation *Zyew- | *diw- 
(corresponding to *enbh—]*nbh— or *nebh—]*ibh—-) but not *deiw-] 
*dyeu— (corresponding to *ezóA—-| *zebA-—). Going by *deru] *dreu—s 
(Skt. dàru|dros) we might think that *(W)endh/]*(H)nebh-s was 
also possible within the same paradigm. But the plain fact is 
that genitives of the type (/7)4ebh-s are unknown: the genitive 
is either *góZ—os from a nominative *ezóA(s) or *nebh(s), or *nebh—os 
from *zebA(s), not *enóA(s). 

In the cases mentioned there can be no doubt that we have 
to do with morphologically and semantically well-defined units. 
Accordingly, only the types *zobA(s)| *n0#—os 'nave(l)', *nebh—| 
*n(e)\bh—-os ‘ cloud’, *zogk-|*ngE-os ‘nail’ can be admitted, and 
various derivatives from either of the inflectional variants. We 
must therefore face the question how it is that, besides these 
regular paradigms, we also have some traces of an ‘ irregular’ 
type, namely 6poaddc, Lat. umbilicus, ÜuBpoc, Skt. ambhas-; 
Lat. unguis. 

The simplest would seem to be the case of ópqo2óc. If only 
the root-form *zoó£-, or a derivative of it (cf. OHG xabalo, etc.), 
deserve serious consideration, then the morphological presuppo- 
sitions of the Greek form lead us to posit an antecedent in the 
form évopaAds with a specifically Greek prothetic vowel before the 
inherited complex —voọxàoç which appears as the syncopated 
ópQoxXóc in historical times. In view of the immense importance 
attributed to the du@aAd¢ at Delphi and the earliest occurrence 
of the word in Homer, we must assume that the syncopation 
occurred long before the 8th c. B.C. Here again, the syncope 
was made possible by the absence of the accent and facilitated by 
the environment (v-9) and, perhaps, the identical timbre of the 
first two vowels. 

While this explanation easily accounts for the Greek form, 
it is plainly inapplicable to the Latin forms. For, in addition to 
umbilicus mentioned so far, we must also note the noun wmbo 
‘the boss of a shield’ which bears the same relation to umbilicus 
as Engl. nave to navel, OHG naba to nabulo, etc. *. Consequently, 


* Note that óuqgcAóc combines the meanings ‘ navel’ and ‘ boss’. 
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umbé|umbonis is very close in formation to Gmc. *nabð from 
IE *xobh-d, but can be traced neither to a derivative from this 
prototype, ie. *»obAón- nor to an IE *onbhdn which would be 
at variance with the general pattern. But the derivative in -øn 
is based on the root-noun, and since this had the variants *zcbA- | 
*nbh-, the derivative was originally *nóA-oóz. Now the Latin 
development from *néhén was *embó | embünem, and later *embo] 
embónem. If, instead of this form, we find umb | umbónis, from 
*ombd| ombónis, we must not project the latter into Indo-European 
by a facile reconstruction *ombh—én but must rather try to under- 
stand *oméd as developed from expected *embd. Viewed in this 
light, the form *oz;bó becomes clear: it is to be traced to *eméé 
which, by assimilation, became *oméd. The umlaut in question, 
i.e. the assimilation of e-o to o-o is familiar from e») > Aomo, 
pondus | ponderis from *pendos|*penderis, and paralleled by Late 
Latin Rustata from Restata < Rest(itüta, Gk. “Opyopevdg from 
"Epyouevéc, Kópxupa from Képxupa, etc. The derivative wmbilicus 
added the suffix -zcus to the inherited *xmdolos, earlier *ombolos, 
which arose, by the assimilation just described, from *emdbolos 
< IE *nóA-—olos, a formation that finds its nearest correspondence 
in Olrish zzbZu which, as we have seen, can be traced to *nóA-e/- 
yon but, it seems, also to *góA-o/-yón, differing from the Latin 
word only in the final, and clearly secondary, suffix'. 

It appears then that the group in question, 6u0aAd¢ and its 
cognates, can all be traced to IE *xoéh—/nbh—-, and we need not 
invoke a morphologically impossible variant *ozóZz-. But it will 
be useful to continue our investigation and see whether the other 
groups mentioned contradict this result or can be brought into 
agreement with it. 

In the family of évv&, we found, only Lat. unguis was at var- 
iance with a generally satisfying basic inflection *xogh—/*ngh—os. 
We must note however that in many languages a stem-formation 
*»0gh-u—-|tgh-u- is found; cp. Lithu. nagùtis on the one hand, 
Celtic *ggA—tw-ina on the other. The Latin stem ungui- at first 


* I pointed out above (80*) that these —Z— formations may represent 
dissimilated forms of early *xobhon—on— > Gmc. *nabalan-; ubh-on-(iyon- > 
Goidelic *272b(u)liyon—, *nobh-unos > *bvopuvog > Zëvoeciéc, etc. 
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sight suggests an extension of an —4-stem with ——, w»gu-i-, 
but in view of the fact that many Latin —-stems are clearly second- 
ary transformations of other stems, this need not be the case; in 
many words the transformation was due to the fact that certain 
case-forms could be interpreted as belonging to another stem- 
class. Thus Lat. mensi- ponti- nári- fori- nocti- are transformed 
from consonantal stems, cauli— colli— imbri- pisci— from —o-stems, 
nepti— pélvi- from -—z-stems^. Apart from specific associative 
transformations (e.g. civís), the transfer is due to oblique cases 
which could be classed differently: dat. zZzëzsz for? noct? etc. (earlier 
—e2) could be z-stem forms, and so on and so forth. Of particular 
interest is zZvzs which originally inflected *xaus/*xaum[*nadwos | 
*ndwei etc.?, and became a normal -z-stem. Accordingly, unguis 
is most likely to represent a similar transformation of an «-stem 
indicated by other languages, and the transfer was based on the 
oblique cases *uugw-os]*ungw—ez, etc., the regular forms from 
nom. *uzgu-s|acc. *ungu-m. Here again the reshaping of the 
stem-syllable would seem to be due to an assimilation of inherited 
*engus | *engwos (< *ngh-u-s| *ugh-w-os) to *ongus | *ongwos, 
or directly to *z»gus|*ungwos?. The derivative ungula ‘ hoof, 
claw’ may be simply *zzgu-/á (< *nghu-ld), or *ung(u)ola 
(< *ugh-—w-ola. 

It only remains now to say a few words about the apparent 
variant *ez0#— of the well-established nominal base *zeóZ- ' cloud, 
rain’. To begin with Sanskrit ambhas-, it first appears in the 


r See Leumann-Hofmann 232. I cannot find czvzs in this list, nor at 2347, 
the reference given in the index. But at « Gnomon », 9, 1933, 237, Leumann 
makes it clear that the original -o-stem was transferred under the influence 
of its antonym, Zort? 

? Cf. Szemerényi, « KZ », 73, 1956, 184 f. 

3 I cannot see how one can label the initial of Lat. unguis umbdzlicus 
prothetic — in a language in which, unlike Greek and Armenian, prothesis 
is unknown — and what support there is for the statement that it «doit avoir 
un caractère ‘ populaire! » (Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.*, 747). — One 
further possibility may be noted here. If at the time when Latin still had the 
paradigm *ezgus | *engwos, etc., there were nouns with the variation omg—/ (gen.) 
*eng-(e.g. *onguent- | engwent-?), or, generally, *onC—- | *enC— (e.g. *ombon| 
*emben—os, stm.), the change to *ongu-s/*engw-os (and later *ongu—s / 
*ongw-os), could have been brought about by pressure from this type. 
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Rigveda, but only once, in the late roth book. The famous hymn 
of the Creation of the world (10, 129) begins with the words: 
‘Neither Being nor Non-Being existed at that time; the (interme- 
diate) space did not exist, nor the sky which is beyond it. What 
was moving hither and thither? where? under whose protection? ' € 
and continues: 


ambhah kim asid gáhamam gabhirim 


‘what was the impenetrable deep water? ’ 

The contrast to xabhas-, originally the < ciel nuageux », could 
not be greater: ambhas— is simply the water as an element. It 
seems therefore clear that it is not originally connected with xabhas— 
but only secondarily, in the sense that the indigenous ambu- 
‘water’ was, under its influence, first transformed to *amdas-, 
and later to ambhas-. | 

Far less clear is Gk. Óóufpoc. As we have seen above, some 
scholars assume that its P is regularly developed from IE ZA after 
the nasal. Even if this were true, the formation would still remain 
impossible: there is only an IE *g0#—zo—, regularly formed from the 
nil-grade, and attested by the widely separated zmber and abhram, 
so that we cannot even expect an IE *oméhro-. In this impasse, 
only the assumption of borrowing seems of avail, either from 
another Indo-European language in which IE *néhro— developed 
into *z;bra-, *ombra- — this is advocated by Georgiev — or from 
a non-Indo-European source which I hope to discuss in another 
context. l 


20) The well-known irregularity of the adjective «qoc, 
which forms the comparative QUTepoc and superlative Groe, 
was also correctly explained by de Saussure as due to shortening 
from *ọtào-tepoG *@tAo—tatoc?. It has recently been suggested 
that the comparative and superlative are not from the positive 
qoc, the only positive used throughout the ages, but from another 
adjective *Q(Uóc which, though originally a positive, developed 


* The translation is based on Geldner's Der Rigveda (IIL, 361), with Bur- 
row’s (at « BSOAS », 12, 1948, 646) for rà. 
2 Saussure, Mélanges Graux, 742. 
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a superlative meaning and was later also formally characterized 
as a superlative by reshaping it to qglAt-aToc'. But it is hard to 
believe that the gradation forms were based on an adjective 
that is not in use, and is in fact nowhere attested. Bechtel’s 
attempt? to prove the existence of *ọıAtóç with the help of such 
names as Durtoyévyng Drdtoddpag Puris (from Partic) etc. is 
not cogent since these names are of the same type as compound 
names with 'Apgwro- Kaddtoto— etc., and therefore represent 
GU (cx)vo-; similarly, the feminine PATH (Divro) is from O0(r«)vo, 
identical in structure with KoXAto*ó. Even more damaging is the 
fact that there is no verbal base @tÀ— from which *@Avé¢ could 
be the verbal adjective. Apart from a few Homeric forms, the 
whole of Greek literature knows the denominative qUéo only, 
with the future gufen, aorist éptAnoa, etc. The ‘ few’ Homeric 
forms are (&)ptAato (IZZ. 5,61; 20,304), impv. gäe (ZZ. 5,117; 
10,280), and the subjunctive 9tAwvta. (Hymn. Cer. 117,487; 
Hymn. Hom. 25,5 = Hesiod, Theog. 97). The fact that only these 
few aoristic forms are attested but no present (*olAAopat for 
instance), shows that these forms were coined for the middle aorist 
whereas the active is égtAnoe etc. And it would indeed be difficult 
to envisage a verbal stem qtA-. with an impossible root-form °. 
It seems quite clear that &pfAxto is based on the present QuAÉopaxt 
pronounced with synizesis as *ptAyouat, or *ptAAopan 4, 

There is therefore no alternative to regarding eU vrepoc ptAta- 
tog as based on ọfàoç and therefore as more recent forms, deve- 
loped by syncope, of @tAdtEp05 quia Toc. 


t Seiler, Die primären griechischen Steigerungsformen, 1950, 97 f. 

2 Bechtel, Hist. Personennamen, 454. 

3 This is true if the verbal base is regarded as of Indo-European origin. 
Those who regard tog as connected with, or even borrowed from, Lydian 
bilis ‘his’ (cf. Kretschmer, « IF », 45, 1927, 267-71), can only start from a 
denominative goufen where we cannot expect the deverbative sequence men- 
tioned by Schwyzer, GG, I, 754 (e.g. Éropov otuyov superseded by èrópnox 
£ovÓYoa). 

4 Schwyzer's explanation (GG, I, 718.7547) is inadequate for the reason 
just mentioned. For oeuäëouat > Zeiäioua cp., for the present, otepedg > otep- 
póc sim. Add. I 
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21) The adjective yepatds ‘old’ has, already in Homer, the 
comparative yepaltepeg (e.g. IZ. 9,60; 24,178; Od. 3,24), and the 
superlative yepattatog is attested from Aristophanes onwards 
(Acharn. 286). At first sight they seem to be modelled on 
xXAXlTepoc, maraltatoc, and it has indeed been suggested that 
this was the case'. But Risch pointed out? that the chronology 
would not allow this: ™aAuttepo¢ makes its first appearance in 
Pindar (Pyth. 10,58, etc., but maAuotepog once at Nem. 6,53), 
while Homer has x«A«tóvepoc (ZZ 23,788). 

Schwyzer considered therefore the possibility of yepaívepoc 
being based on a dative (locative) *yépat from *Yepa(c)-1?. But 
this interpretation is unacceptable. The forms interpreted in 
this way are waAaltepoc, pecattepoc, sdduattepoc,  OUtaícepoc, 
mowiattepoc, idiattepoc, hovyattepec, toattepoc, cxyodattepoc, alleg- 
edly from méAat, e0ëtët, dizu, cyoAK, etc. No attention is paid to 
the fact that the various forms are of very different dates; nor 
can it even so be concealed that the alleged adverbs simply do 
not exist in most cases. In some cases the Leumannian filiation 
within the group is quite clear. The superlative adverbs Gel. 
tata (from Plato) and tpwraitate (ditto) obviously contrast and 
are used side by side at, e.g., Plato, Protagoras 326c; Xenophon, 
Hellenica 4, 5, 18. Neither can be traced to an appropriate adverb 
(rap ët sim.); mpwittate was formed after maAattata, and 
òpiættata as its antithesis. The predicament of the speaker when 
he wished to use such gradation-forms is well illustrated by the 
fact that Pindar uses Gdtréee (Pae. 6,82), not õpiartépa. 

The comparative oxoAaitepx (Herodotus), syoAattepov (Thu- 
cydides, Plato), and the superlative oyoAaltat« (Xenophon) could 
only be derived from an adverbial dative oxoAy if we could assume 
that the formation went back to a time when the dative was 
cyoAXt, i.e. before the 9th c. B.C. at the latest. It is quite clear 
that these late gradation-forms — which are not just fortuitously 
not attested before the 5th c. — are not based on the adverb but 
on the adjective oyoA«toc; the fact that the ‘normal’ eyoA«tócs- 


* Brugmann, Griech. Gram.3, 195; Brugmann-Thumb, Griech. Gram.*, 229. 
2 Risch, Wodg., 87’. 
3 GG, I, 534°. 


252 Loss of e or o 
ENEE 
poc, -6tato¢ are also attested (Xenophon) shows the unsettled 
character of these forms but also that the anomalous forms were 
modelled on certain established prototypes, perhaps especially . 
on dfattatx. Similarly, fjouye(vspoc (Aeschylus, Thucydides, 
Plato), again competing with a ‘normal’ ^fjouyatóvspoc (Sopho- 
cles, Plato), is not from an old ñoux@&;, but from the adjective 
hovyaios (not hovyos!). The phonetic objection does not apply 
to ltattepo¢ (Aristotle!) and ebdtattepo¢ (Xenophon!) which 
could derive from idt@ and eddt%. But in view of what has 
been said it is clear that evdvattepog is from the adjective etdt0¢ 
on the analogy of the group in -altepo¢: in the case of iSt. 
Tepos the uncertainty is revealed by the fact that Isocrates uses 
iStatepo¢ and Demosthenes idimtato¢. Though the models are 
not clear in the case of pecaltepos (Plato, but weoaltatos in 
Herodotus), toattepo¢ (Euripides), we can safely dismiss derivation 
from ‘ adverbial’ uéoy ton. 

lhe inappropriateness of an adverbial base is particularly 
glaring with yepattepoc, Whereas màx: might conceivably have 
given rise to an adverb T«A«ivepov and then to an adjective 
xaAxivepoc — although this is not the case as will be seen presently 
— a dative *yée«%t cannot be envisaged as producing a similar 
comparative *yepattepov as the basis of the adjective z. 

From this brief survey it emerges that the forms in —altepoc 
—aitatos are largely analogical creations?. The corollary is that 
there must have been some cases in which —attepo¢ was legiti- 
mate. Since an adverbial *yépa: cannot account for yepattepos, 
we must conclude that, in accord with appearances, it is the com- 


* Schwyzer’s well-known weakness for oddities shows itself when he 
seriously considers that Lesbian &ptov« x«i Sixattata (Delectus, 632 C 16) 
might be from a dative dixa., whereas it is quite clearly a mistake for the only 
possible form dixaédtatx, just as at A 23 xvw appears instead of xhve (see 
ZG, XII, 2, 526). 

2 Aratus’ Sepeivatog ‘ very hot’ is not of course from an adverbial 
dative 9épet. (Schwyzer, GG, I, 534*, quoting S9&psívepoc) but from the adjec- 
tive 9épstoc, the shortening from Seperdtatos being a poetic licence. 

3 I am glad to see that the views here advanced are in close agreement 
with those of Chantraine (Morphologie?, 114), although he thinks that mo«Aoí- 
tepoc, from mé&Aut, might be the source of the whole class; on this, see the next 


section. 
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parative of the positive Yepetóc. In other words, yepaltepoc 
represents a later form of the expected comparative *Yepaióvepoc 
which by syncope lost its —o—. It is worth noting that there was 
no metrical pressure in favour of the syncope. 


22) The comparative maAattepoc is, as we have seen, first 
found in Pindar who also has the superlative maAattatoc (Vem. 
7,44). But he also has the comparative moAocióTepoc (Vem. 6,53) 
which agrees with the only Homeric form, maAatotépouc (Z¿ 23, 
788). These facts show that r«Aaívepoc is later than maxAuotepog — 
the expected comparative of mxAatéc — and it was for this reason 
that we found it inadmissible to explain Yegaívepoc, found in 
Homer already, as based on the analogy of maAuitepoc'. The 
facts also suggest that maAaltepog is the successor of maAatd- 
TE90G, i.e. wxA«xívepocg is syncopated from *«A«tóTepoc. The syn- 
cope may have occurred after Homer but it is not impossible 
that the syncopated from existed already in his time side by side 
with the original form. 

The discrepancy between T«ActóTepocG and yepaitepoc is not 
easy to understand. The adjective Yepatóc represents *geras—yo—s 
from the early noun *geras (later replaced by YTjpxc), and Troine 
is now shown by Mycenaean parafo to have been the original 
form z There is therefore no phonetic reason why we should 
have syncopated epatvepog but unsyncopated m«Aetóvepos on the 
same chronological level. The explanation probably is that, with 
reference to man, only yepatds was old; maAatdc, originally used 
of things, later extended its sphere. Hence the gradation-forms 
of the latter are later than those of the former. 

The syncope of «Aatótepoc to maAaitepoc, which in itself 
could be just as much phonetic as that of yepaívepoc, gained 


* Schwyzer (GG, I, 534, 2) derives the type in —altepo¢ from madratrepog 
although he admits (534?) the validity of Risch's chronological objection. His 
suggestion that maAatotépoug is due to metrical necessities — the ‘ correct’ 
form being the unmetrical taAovvcépouc — is unconvincing as a linguistic expla- 
nation since the poet could have avoided the obnoxious word. Chantraine’s 
note (GH, I, 258: «v«Aetóvepoc métriquement nécessaire devant consonne »!) 
is incomprehensible. 

? The Mycenaean form shows that the word has nothing to do with tijAc 
etc. I discuss this problem in my Jmpact. 


`Y 
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support from the existence of such compounds as meA«tyeviüc. 
Not however in the sense that va«Aatysgv/; was legitimate as a 
compound with the adverb zéie: it was not, as is shown by Ari- 
stophanes' moAa«toyevéc (Nub. 358), who instinctively restores 
the form required by linguistic feeling and seen in 9Stoyevfc'. 
But the long form ta«Aatoyevns was earlier syncopated to maAat- 
Trevie which then could be interpreted as containing the adverb 
x&AXt, especially as there existed such compounds as reAaíqoeoc, 
unified from thé adverbial phrase "zën oatdc. 


23) The Homeric adjectives xpatarybados ‘with strong 
yuara, strongly arched’ (dpyxec, A 19,361) and xpatatmedos 
‘with hard ground or soil’ (ob3ac, Od. 23,46) are later matched 
by xpatatervog ‘hard-shelled’ (yeA@vn) in the Delphic oracle 
given to Croesus (Herodotus 1,47), by Aeschylus’ xpatatrguc 
(tav) ‘of hard stones, rocky’ (Agam. 666, adopted by Euripides, 
Electra $34), and especially by xpatatroug 'stout-footed ' (ñutovotr, 
Homer. Epigr. 15,9) which, in Cretan, is used as a proseword: 
naprtatros, plur. xaptattoda ‘larger cattle’, The meaning of 
these adjectives, the fact that they are all of the bahuvrihi type, 
strongly demands an adjective as the first member. For this 
reason, the suggestion? that the first member was originally the 
adverb *xpatx (= x&ptx), analogically reshaped to xpatat-, 
must be rejected. Here again, the facts indicate that the expected 
forms are xpavTXio—Y0aAoc etc., so that xp«vat- must be due to 
syncope. This remains true even if one assumes, as is likely, that 
the original type was *xpætuv—-yúxħos with the adjective xpatbc 
from which xpatatés was evolved via the femine xpatata 3. 


24) A peculiarity of Attic Greek is the use of màstv instead 
of the normal comparative mActov or nàćov before the particle 7, 
when followed by a numeral or, less frequently, noun and numeral, 


* See Schwyzer, GG, I, 454, but especially Risch’s lucid exposition, Widg., 
75, 178 f. 

? Schwyzer, GG, I, 448. Frisk (GEI, II, 10) thinks that xpata— « dürf- 
te nach säint. u.a. gebildet sein», without explaining what semantic connec- 
tion there is between the two types. Risch, Wédg., 195, merely registers the 
facts. 

3 See above p. 158 with fn. 4. 
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only exceptionally, it would seem, in other cases'. The usage is 
best established by Aristophanes in whose work the phrase is 
frequent and guaranteed by the metre, whereas in prose writings 
the phrase has almost completely disappeared. In Aristophanes 
we find: 


TAetv 7| vpidxovO' Huéeacs (Ach. 858; Eccl. 808) 


TÀsiV D "lee (Eg. 444) 

ot&Oux TmÀcly Y) zue (Av. 6) 

TÀely Y) uoptot (Av. 1305; PZut. 1184) 
mAsty 7) up (Ran. 90) 

TAstv 7| ye OvrxAoUvy (Lys. 589) 


^ 


zÀcly 7) réiovrg morad (Nub. 1065) 


In these instances màetv is the equivalent of the nominative 
or accusative (mAéov/7Asctov), Like mAéov, it can also function 
as a genitive or dative: 


zÀeiv 7) puplav Ze? Koc atathpwv (Nub. 1041) 
TActy 7) *vauta T oso o vepoc (Ran. 18) 


-A 


TActy 7) otadiw AwAlotepa (Ran. 91) 


The phrase also appears in the exaggeration 


TÀclv 7, walvouat (Ran. 103, 751) ‘I am (more than) mad (about it)’. 


The function of zAsiv is quite clear from a passage like Ze. 
1132 where the poet is forced by the metre to use the alternative 
expression: 


TOALT@Y TAELOV 7) TPLOWUELOY. 


It would appear then that wAetv must be interpreted as a 
neuter nom/acc., a variant of Zeie xAéov. It has been suggested 
therefore that TÀciv was reshaped from freie, an old form of 
the neuter comparative, IE *p/é-zs 2. But there is no evidence for 


* References to ancient and modern grammarians can be found in 
O. Schwab's Historische Syntax der griechischen Komparation in der klas- 
szschem Literatur, II, 1894, 69!. 

2 Brugmann, «IF», 14, 1903, 1075; Grundriss, Il, 1, 554; followed by 
Güntert, «IF», 27, 1910, 16; Leumann, «Museum Helveticum », 2, 1945, I 
= KSchr., 214; Palmer, The Latin Language, 1954, 254. 


18 
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such a neuter form of the comparative which is not only expected, 
but quite clearly attested, as *5/eyos by Skt. prayas, A vest. frayah- 
and Lat. $/zs'; Olrish Za ‘more’ lends no support to such a 
construct?. The new Mycenaean forms (neuter mezo, meujo | 
mewijo) also show that, from the middle of the second millennium 
B.C. at the latest, the neuter of the comparative had the later 
o-vocalism (whether the form was Hëtoc or pwéCov, etc.), and 
not —- or ~e-. This fact is of the utmost importance since an 
Attic peculiarity cannot, bypassing the Mycenaean period as it 
were, be projected into Indo-European. 

For the reasons just mentioned we must also dismiss the sug- 
gestion that 7Aetv represents an earlier *mAéev, the old form of 
the neuter comparative when it still had e-vocalism?*. 

Both morphological and syntactical considerations speak 
against a third view which would derive 7Asiv from an earlier 
*xÀctc, the masculine (and feminine) nominative plural of the 
comparative*. To be sure, the forerunner assumed, 7Aéec, is 
real. It is found in Homer, Lesbian and Cretan. But — and this 
is decisive — apart from this alleged trace, it does not exist in 
Attic. The reason is obvious: Homeric mAée¢ màéas, etc., do not 
reflect an Indo-European anomaly?, but.are Greek, that is dia- 
lectal, transformations of the early (= Mycenaean) «AéosG vAéoxG 
etc. Syntactically, too, the suggestion is unacceptable. The indif- 
ferent use of one single form for all possible cases is confined to 
the neuter nom/acc. singular as is clearly shown by mov, EAattov, 
wstov, the only forms which can be so used. The stereotyped use 


* I have discussed these problems in a chapter of my Zac on the com- 
parative. 

2 [t can be simply from *Jdléyos (see Thurneysen, Grammar of Old Irish, 
1946, 236), just as Lat. A/Zs is from this form, and not from an imaginary 
*p16-is. 
3 Schulze, « KZ», 28, 1887, 268 =XSchr. 436°. Brugmann originally 
suggested (Grundriss™, II, 1889-92, 403, 406) that cet continued an IE Sais Zu 
where —z was a shorter variant of the comparative —tov. 

4 Wackernagel, Vermischte Beiträge zur griechischen Sprachkunde, 1897, 
19 = KSchr., 780; followed by Schwyzer, GG, I, 5375. 

5 [E *A/e-is-es (Brugmann, Grundriss?, IT, 1, 554), *nAe—yeo-e¢ (Schmidt, 
« KZ», 26, 1883, 381), *Aco-eg (Thurneysen, « KZ >, 33, 1895, 555), *rAeF—sc 
(Benveniste, Origines, 55) have been suggested. 
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of a masculine (and feminine) nominative plural would be un- 
paralleled. 

We are thus driven to the conclusion that màesty must be a 
special Attic development from the variant xAstov, in other words 
that zÀAelov was under certain conditions syncopated to "AS. 
The conditions are fairly clear: the syncope occurred only in the 
phrase TÀeiov D where o was between two accented syllables. 
The development is paralleled by that of olpæt from olopa 
not only in that here, too, o was syncopated between y and a 
nasal but also because here, too, the unsyncopated form survived 
in non-parenthetic usage, just as 7Astov survived beside 7Astv 
and even developed into mAéov. Finally it should be noted that 
the loss of the mid-vowel o before a final nasal is perhaps paralleled 
by a similar loss of the mid-vowel e in šzoímov found on a num- 
ber of Attic vases '. l 


* 
* Ki 


To sum up the results of this chapter. We have found two 
dozen examples in which e/o were lost during the history of Greek. 
In the majority of instances (17 out of 24) the lost vowel had been 
flanked by a nasal (xevFóc, švfa—, yévto, ÓpquXóc, overs) or a 
liquid (Ayos, *xéAvo, *téAtaL, plAtepoc, mAé9pov, pov; Gpmuta, 
konde, qépve, dpyh, Üpyutx) on one side or (usovufolx) both. 
In a sizable group (5 words) the vowel o was lost between + and 
a nasal (xAciv, olat) or stop (yepauttepoc, madauttepoc, xpataryba- 
Aoc). Finally, in two cases ejo were lost between stops (tixte) 
or spirant and stop (Zora). 


* See Kretschmer, Die Griechischen Vaseninschriften, 1894, 124. These 
cases may be scribal errors but they cannot be abbreviations (Schwyzer, GG, 
I, 280). Wackernagel’s objection (< Hyphárese von o hinter 7 gibt es nicht», 
Vermischte Beiträge, 18 = KSchr., 779) has been answered in the course of this 
work, and his interpretation of otio: disproved above, p. 216 f., and 2162. The 
correct explanation was already given by Curtius, Griechische Schulgrammattk, 
188818, 8 61,5; G. Meyer, Griechische Grammatik, 18963, 8 155. 


HI. 


The instances of syncope discussed in the preceding two 
chapters yield an impressive total. We have found 14 examples 
of the loss of ¿ or z, and 24 cases of the loss of e or o, a total of 
38. We cannot go on speaking of an extremely small number 
of cases, or of a few exceptional instances, as is the habit of our 
handbook-writers. Instead of trying to deny all or most examples 
of syncope, we should rid ourselves of preconceived ideas about 
the nature of musical accent and try to understand the process 
as it appears from the facts. Particular emphasis deserves to 
be put on the fact that in each case we were forced to acknowledge 
syncope by morphological considerations, by the examination 
of the formation of the word or the structure of the root; in some 
cases (e.g. olouat—oluat) the chronological sequence was decisive. 

Before attemping to discuss the problem of musical accent 
which arises out of these findings, it will be useful to examine 
the main aspects of the phenomenon as they emerge from the 
facts established. 


1) The summary given above reveals that it is only the short 
high (zju) and mid (elo) vowels that are subject to syncope. I have 
found no example of the low vowel d being affected in the same 
way. 

It is well known that short high vowels are shorter in absolute 
duration than short mid vowels and these shorter than short low 
vowels. It has been established, for instance’, that the German 
short vowels, arranged in an order of increasing duration, give the 


r For the following data, mainly based on E.A. Meyer's experimental 
results, see Malmberg, Die Quantität als phonetisch-phonologischer Begriff 
(« Lunds Universitets Arsskrift >, 41/2), 1945, 6 f.; La Phonétique, Paris 1954, 
88 f.; Laziczius, Fonétika, Budapest 1944, 153 f. 
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following sequence: ¿zz ¿ oa, and much the same can be said of 
all European languages. To give a few absolute figures (g — a 
hundredth of a second). The duration of the Hungarian short 
vowels (in monosyllables) is: 





z 26 d ë |: a 
11,89 13,49 14,19 14,49 179 


It has also been established that the duration is affected by 
the environment, i.e. the following consonant. Vowels before 
voiceless consonants are shorter than before voiced ones; before 
stops they are shorter than before spirants; nasals and laterals 
have a shortening effect on a preceding vowel, while 7 seems 
slightly to lengthen. ` 

It seems inescapable to link these general observations with 
the phenomena under discussion. The fact that only high and 
mid vowels are syncopated must be connected with the fact that 
the low vowel is longer. But we must go further. 

Of the 24 cases where e/o are syncopated, ejo was before 7 
in 9 cases (yéveto, xéAeto, Zen, EoetTat, qépeve, "lors, Yepouó- 
*epoc, maAxótepoc, diÀÓcepoc), before GL) in 3 cases (pervia, 
&penáio, *dvopadds), before a nasal in 3 cases (&qevetóc, olopat, 
xÀciov), before Z in 2 cases (Ögshov, méAsÜpov), before w in 2 cases 
(xev&Fóc, £ve£«—). In other words, the loss occurred in 19 cases 
out of 24 before a consonant that is known to have a shortening 
effect. Only 4 cases have been found in which the syncope. 
took place before g (&Agyoc, *époy%, *Opoyuta, xpataroybaAos) 
and 1 before z (peowuepía). Of the 14 cases of syncope of lz, 
the short high vowel was before a nasal in 6 cases (mUptvoc, Dëuu.- 
voc, Guten, memtvupévoc, xvvOduv, muxuvdc), before z in I case 
(xupboós), before zë in 1 case (HAvOov). In 4 cases short 7 was 
syncopated before d (—wvidac, pamıð—o—, dprotividyy, yAavi8tov), 
the slight lengthening caused by the voiced stop being obviously 
outweighed by the over-short character of 7. Finally, in 2 cases 
7 is syncopated before oc (Aa«piwo«toc) and ot (` Aprotoðduetoc); 
these are 'irregular' in that they show syncope before a long 
consonant or consonant cluster, and in their date. 


2) As has just been stated, syncope before a long consonant 
or consonant cluster is confined to the two cases from Thessaly. 
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In all other cases, syncope occurs before a single consonant. Equally 
important is the fact that the syncopated vowel was also preceded 
by a single consonant. The quantity of the preceding or following 
vowel on the other hand is irrelevant. If A stands for any vowel, 
V for a vowel that can be syncopated (high or mid), and C for any 
consonant, the conditions of syncope can be summed up as follows: 


ACVCA > ACCA. 


Since, under 1), we have duly emphasized the importance of 
the quality of the consonant following the vowel which was even- 
tually syncopated, it is important to note that similar, or even 
more stringent, restrictions can be noticed in the quality of the 
preceding consonant. In a total of 38 instances, the consonant 
preceding the syncopated vowel was a nasal in 9 cases (xeve/Óc, 
éveFa—, yéveto, *dvopards, xAavidtov, —avidac, corotivdyny; Ü&uo- 
voc, weonucola), a Ziguid in 14 cases (&Acyoc, xéAero, "ierg, GO. 
tepoc, HAvOov; pervi, dëedio, pépete, mÜptvoc, cuuplvyn, ópov&, 
apoyura, Aaptcooutoc “Apiotodépetoc), the semivowel t in s cases 
(wAstov, otopa, yepawdtepoc, maAaldtepoc, xpataroyvados), Thus in 
28 cases, representing nearly three quarters of the total (73.7 °.), 
the preceding consonant is a nasal, a liquid, or j. In 9 more 
cases the consonant is a voiceless stop, either p(%) (p«ri3o-, 
tixote, nenrivupévoc, TÉAcÜpov, aApevetdc, (sov) or /(/) (muxuóc, 
xuv&)00v, Xupucóc). In one case only do we find s (Écecat). 

It would seem to emerge from the considerations presented 
under these two points that it is not so much the vowel in itself 
as the total structure of the segment CVC that is decisive in deter- 
mining the eventual result. This raises the question whether a 
conditio sine qua non of syncopation is that the total (absolute) 
duration sinks below a certain minimum-level prescribed (by the 
structure of the language or ‘ language’ in general) for CVC sequen- 
ces. In other words, is a sequence dad, or sas, etc., of so much 
longer duration than xz, tin, etc., that the two represent sequen- 
ces which differ qualitatively, and therefore lead to the loss 
of vowel in the latter group? It would be important to have this 
question settled by the methods of experimental phonetics. 


3) The important part played by liquids in the syncopated 
words is reminiscent of certain phenomena first observed and 
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formulated by Kretschmer. He pointed out that « ein unbetonter 
(kurzer) Vokal nach Liquida oder Nasal fállt aus, wenn die benach- 
barte Silbe denselben Vokal enthält» and quoted as examples 
showing this loss — a kind of dissimilation in his view — Bepvixy 
from Bepevixnyn, oxdpdov from earlier oxópoóov, ßBéðpov from (ßBép- 
0pov <<) BépsÜpov, Herodas’ tovOepdGm ‘mumble’ from ^ov9opÓCo, 
Samian yAdvdtov from yAav(t)diov, —e, but also early ópyut&c 
from ópóYuux, TvA£Üpov from meňéðpov!. Later, the formula was 
slightly modified ? and the ' earlier' (i.e. pre-Hellenistic) examples 
were declared uncertain as capable of a different explanation 
(namely xAÉ0pov eu féc otevFég 3 AA Pall, 

It will be seen that some examples at least not only show 
the type of syncope discussed above but, inevitably, are identical 
with our own. To be sure, the latter group was discarded in the 
later discussion. But yAévdtov and, apparently, even Ópyut&c 
were still retained. The latter, as we have seen *, must be excluded 
since the morphological rules demand wpyuia, from wpoyvta, as 
the basis of Ópyutx, so that épdyure is secondary, and not the 
source of Üpyutx. As to yA&v8tov, we should note that the unde- 
niable antecedent does not conform with the formula: yA«vt8tov 
does not show the identical vowels on either side of the nasal 
but in the two syllables following it while the norm is represen- 
ted by oxdpodov > oxdpdov, Bepsvbxv, >> Bepvixy, etc. In other 
cases, the rule, as formulated, is broader than is warranted by 
our findings. Thus f£0pov, if from Q£p(s)0pov, would show syncope 
before two consonants whereas in our cases only one consonant 
followed 5; the answer could well be that Bé0pov was dissimilated 
from f(p)é0pov, regularly syncopated from  f(s)ps0pov 5, Simi- 


* Kretschmer, < Wochenschrift für Klassische Philologie >, 1899, 5; see 
now Schwyzer, GG, I, 259. 

* Kretschmer, Der heutige Lesbische Dialekt, 1905, 111 f. and especially 
q Glotta », I, 1909, 36: € von zwei gleichen Vokalen in.Nachbarsilben wird der 
eine unbetonte in der Náhe von Liquiden und Nasalen unterdrückt ». 

3 Kretschmer quotes otcveFÓóg as the source of ovevFóc, Att. ovevóc, but 
this form does not seem to exist. 

4 See above II 18, p. 229 f. 

5 I ignore here the two Thessalian examples. 

$ See above, p. 215, fn. 5. 
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larly, tovOpvtm, if from tovOoetGw, would have lost the vowel 
after two consonants. 

It is also clear, however, that most of our examples — 25 
out of 38, to be precise — do not fit into Kretschmer’s formula. 
Even where our examples produce the liquid or nasal, the vowel 
syncopated is not identical with the one on the other side of the 
consonant; note EA. from Auf múpvoçs from mÜptvoc, —wvdac 
from —avidac, &pruux from  «pemuix, XAyoc from &Aeyos, etc. 
Conversely, our material shows many cases in which Kretschmer’s 
basic condition, the presence of a nasal or liquid, is not fulfilled. 

It appears then that Kretschmer’s formula is directed at 
cases which are structurally very different from ours. This raises 
the question whether the two groups of syncope refer to different 
periods. We have deliberately refrained from using post-Classical 
material. Kretschmer’s rule on the other hand must now be 
regarded as referring to the post-Classical period. The exact 
date is however of some importance and must be discussed. 

The chief examples, on which Kretschmer’s rule rests, appear 
after 300 B.C. Thus oxópðov is first used in literature by the 
Cynic Crates Thebanus in the line: &AA& O)uov x«i oxópða péper 
xal cüx« xxl &pvrouc*. Bepvetxys seems to make its first appearance 
in a papyrus of 237 B.C., but only in Egypt; in Attica first 
in the 2nd c. A.D.*. There can therefore be little doubt that 
these cases are to be connected with the change from musical to 
stress accent, the evidence for which appears from the beginning 
of the 3rd c. B.C. Some scholars have, however, tried to find 
traces of the effect of the new stress accent even earlier. Samian 
X^&v8tov, as we have seen above, cannot be invoked since it does 
not comply with Kretschmer's rule. But forms used by Amphis, 
the 4th c. Attic comedian, have been interpreted as showing 


* Diogenes Laertius 6, 85 (= Anthologia Lyrica Graeca, ed. Diehl, fasc. 1, 
19543, p. 122, fr. 6, 5), see Ehrlich, Betonung, 152. The form also occurs in 
papyri from the 3rd c. B.C., see Mayser, Grammatik der griech. Papyri aus der 
Ptolemderzeit, 1, 1923?, 146. The first epigraphic occurrence (/G?, II, 1184, 
15) is said to be from the mid-fourth c. B.C., the dating being based on the writ- 
ing and the reference to the archon Ktesikles (334/3 B.C.) Even if this be 
true, we must note that mistakes occur in the inscription (e.g., l. 4 ro tepetxc) 
so that the spelling may be faulty. 

? See Meisterhans-Schw yzer, 69. 
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that «im 4. Jahrhundert vor Christus in der niedrigsten Sphire 
der Volkssprache die Betonung ausgeprägt exspiratorischen Cha- 
racter angenommen hatten" The phrases in question, uttered 
by a fishmonger whose language Amphis parodies, are: té&pawv 
BoAGv Yévowr' &v, xv GoAGv?, But the very fact that these phrases 
are meant to represent a fishmonger should warn us that they 
cannot be regarded as representing a tendency in the language 
of low-born Athenians?. ‘ Linguistic tendency’ is ruled out by 
the fact that the numerals continue to be vtéttape¢ Óx%@ and 
never became *té&pec, *xt®. The forms reflect the laziness of the 
fish-monger who cannot be bothered to say more than is abso- 
lutely necessary to make his meaning clear *. One feature may 
correspond to linguistic reality. I mean the form foAGv which 
in the phrase óxvà ófoAGv naturally led to crasis, i.e. 6xtmMBoAGy, 
from which BoAGv could be separated out as a unit, so that even 
rerräpcng BoAGv could be ventured by some speakers. But the 
omission of the initial syllables cannot be regarded as a pheno- 
menon of ‘ vulgar language’ in general, let alone as a proof of 
strong stress (which would have been over-strong indeed, so strong 
that it was never imitated again) 5; it is just a sign of the fishmon- 
ger's indifference towards his customer °. 

It appears then that for stress accent we have no evidence 
earlier than 300 B.C. If, nevertheless, syncope is found in earlier 
times?, we must not ascribe it to stress but rather change our 
notions of what pitch implies. This problem will be discussed 


* Ehrlich, Betonung, 149. 

? Athenaeus, 6, 224 c; see Edmonds, The Fragments of Attic Comedy, II. 
1959, 326, fr. 30, 11 f. 

3 Cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 392. 

4 Note l. t1 f: xal TÓT op AWAD Die ta Giuec XXX cuXAafQv &osiow... 

5 It is perhaps worth pointing out that 1) *BoAóc, apart from the unmis- 
takable phrases oxtwBodwv etc., is inconceivable; Hesychius! goAot:ófoAoí is 
obviously from this passage; 2) Kretschmer’s rule requires *ófi(o)Aóc. 

6 I am glad to see that Kretschme: (Sprache3, 31) also regards this case 
as «individuelle und gelegentliche Sprachfaulheit ». Add. 

7 [t is interesting that the syncope formulated by Kretschmer's rule 
recurs in Medieval Greek. Here, too, some scholars have tried to link the two 
processes but the Modern Greek development is not earlier than the 15th 
c. A.D.; see Schwyzer, GG, I, 280; Kretschmer, «Glotta », 27, 1939, 224 f., and 
above p. 99 f. 
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presently. But in view of the importance of the chronology of the 
phenomena under discussion it will be useful to survey our results 
from this angle. 


4) About half of our examples occurs in Homer already, some 
without any variant, others side by side with the unsyncopated 
forms. In the latter group it would seem reasonable to assume 
that the syncopated form was becoming normal in Homer’s time, 
certainly not long before it. The former group may antedate 
Homer by an indefinite stretch of time, but in most cases we are 
unable to go any further. The Mycenaean evidence enables us 
now to state that evf«- is a post-Mycenaean form. But this is 
as yet a solitary exception. 

However, if a word is attested in Homer — who still means 
the beginning of Greek literature for us — we are safe in assuming 
that a syncope in it has nothing to do with the Hellenistic pheno- 
menon just discussed. In our list, the following cases can be 
labelled ‘ Homeric’: 


&AOG tora (OpY): 6*B3oc 
&qvetóc 0&p voc Beeuto Tinte 
yepattepoc nev Fóc TETVULLEVOG pépre 
£A0— xpac&vyóxAoG ` TUxvÓG Qi repoc 
èv Po OU oe 7Opvoc yxeucóc 


Hesiod and Alcman attest: 
yévvo XÉVTO 


Archilochus uses the form 
ueonuBpin 
but on linguistic grounds the syncopation is to be dated much 


earlier. 
The next major group is quite clearly post-Homeric but in 
every case almost certainly pre-500 B.C. 


OTAGO olua TAETY 
Zeus d@A— Guer 
E MÉIN TEHARLTE_OS —OVSHE 
XVOOSOV TAEB pov 


* Strictly speaking, Aer iS not attested in Homer, only in the Hymn 
ło Demeter (205) but see the discussion under II, 17, and 226%. 
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Finally there is a small group of 4 words which are from the 
4th century; even the Thessalian forms are hardly later than 
300 B.C.: 


Cyrenaean Tévtar Thessal. A«o«iog 
Samian XA&v8tov » *Aotodduetoc. 


It appears then that 34 out of 38 examples are firmly estab- 
lished before 500 B.C., and over two thirds of this group antedate 
700 B.C. Only 4 examples must be regarded as later than 400 B.C. 


5) Since we cannot be certain that the pitch accent which 
has to be assumed for Attic and Homeric Greek was not aban- 
doned in some dialects earlier than in Attic it will be useful to 
examine the geographical or dialectal distribution of our instances. 

Homer attests 


&XYoc fora. (dey) 6k oo 
&Qvetóc Oduvog öpyva cinte 
yepaitepoc nev óc TETEVULLEVOG qépce 
SAD. xpaTatybxAoG ` TUXVOG PLATEPOG 
èv Fa óp. pa óG TÜpvoc X puoóc. 


With the exception of tinte and gépte, for which the original 
forms are restored, these forms appear in Attic, too. Attic also 
has the following syncopated forms: 


or oi dpAsty 
prva maraltepoc 
—woyy TAED POV 
“VOY TÀely 
usonupolo ` `  ouggug, 
otu, 


This means that 31 out of 38 instances appear in the dialects 
where pitch accent cannot be doubted. Less than a fifth of the 
total comes from other areas. The syncopated XA&v9tov comes 
from Samos and Teos, i.e. from Ionic; tévta: is Cyrenaean, both 
from the 4th c. The suffix -wvda¢ is predominantly Boeotian but 
well established by 600 B.C. On the other hand, the syncopated 
A«ca«ioc "Aoeroäätueroc, from Thessaly, are late, but probably still 
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from the 4th c. But in view of the late appearance one might 
assume that yAdvduov. tévta. Aacatoc “Aotod&uctoc are due to 
an early change in the accent (from pitch to stress) in these outlying 
areas. This is hardly likely in the case of —€v9«c, and even less 
so with yévto and xévto which are from the early 7th c. B.C., 
even though only from Boeotian and Laconian. 

Even at the most pessimistic appraisal, 33 out of 38 cases 
seem above suspicion., The majority of our examples — nearly 
nine tenths — are from an area where stress must be discounted 
as the cause of syncope. 


6) Since accent means special emphasis on the syllable thus 
marked off, it is obvious that the place of accent is of great impor- 
tance for the questions discussed. We have no evidence concerning 
the date of the change from the Indo-European free accent to the 
historical accent regulated by the three-moric law. It will be 
safest to assume that the historical accent was already in force 
at the time(s) the various syncopes took place. The facts can be 
tabulated as follows. 

à) In many cases the accent always fell on a syllable fol- 
lowing the syncopated vowel: 


&perula TEE Auaptocatos TETELVULLEVOG 
"Aptecoëdueto: neve Fós reco apepla TUXLVÓG 
XPEVELOS HOAaTALOYOaADG  SvopaAds pardo- 
ëue Pé. | èvefa ` xuvadev Geord y»puoóc 
GpoYuiax. 


ó In half as many cases, all isolated forms, the accent 
precedes the syncopated vowel: 


Yévevo TAELOV 
Éceca TÉAETAL 
XxÉAETO “Loe 
otouat pÉpETE. 


* Kuryłowicz (Accentuation?, 110) is led by his explanation of the Greek 
circumflex to the assumption that the Homeric accent cannot have been iden- 
tical with the historical accent. Few historians will be inclined to accept the 
consequences of his thesis (e.g. yévet is not the original form but decomposed 
from contracted vyéve after Adét). 

2 From -vwt85eov. 
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These two groups comprise 25 instances. that is two thirds (65.8 76) 
of the total. In these two groups syncope could not be inhibited 
by the emphasis inherent in accent. 

c) In a dozen instances the inflection produced accent- 
variation, so that in a number of forms the accent was on the 
vowel which was eventually syncopated: 


&Aeyoc Dëuuuoc @LAGTEBOG 
&per ái o TAAXLÓTEpOG yAavidtov 
YEPXLÓTEPOG réAsőpov —wvidac 
HAvbov TCUPLVOG deM, 


In the nominal group, the o-stems with proparoxytone accent 
on the syllable preceding the syncopated vowel had this favou- 
rable accent-situation in the nom.-acc. sg. and nom. pl. (múpwogs 
rúptvoy 7t'0pivot) but in the other cases the accent was on the vowel 
in question. This applies in our group to Ü&guovoc and mópwoc. In 
the other o-stems in our group it was the other way about: 
Yspeióvegoc, —ov, —ot on the one hand, Yepatotépov, —wt, —ouc, —«v, 
—olot on the other. Similarly, xéAsÜpov, —x but v£A&0pou, —«t, —wv, 
~otot, and xAavidtov, —æ, but yAavidtov, —w1, —ov, —otct. In the case 
of the comparatives we must of course take into account the other 
genders, too. In this second group, then, the favourably accented 
case-forms seem to outnumber the others. In the first group 
(Uptvog 0&puvoc) the numbers seem against syncope but the nom.- 
acc. were apparently more frequent; note that in Homer only 
7pvov mUpv% are found", 

In the names in —wvidac, normally used in the singular only, 
the vowel t seems to bear the accent in all forms. There is however 
one important exception, the vocative, which accents —@vwsdé. 
The question is therefore whether this single case can outweigh 
all the others. The answer is undoubtedly in the affirmative. The 
overriding importance of the vocative is well illustrated by the 


* Of 0&uvoc the oblique cases are also used. But with this word we should 
note that if the noun, as we suggested (see under I, 11), derived from the adjec- 
tive *Oxuuvóc, the latter had a favourable accent in all its forms, so that the 
syncope could antedate the change from adjectival oxytonesis to nominal 
barytonesis. 
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fact that, according to Kurylowicz's results, the vocative is solelv 
responsible for the accent-innovation of all names based on 
oxytone adjectives or nouns'. The accentuation of TAatxoe, 
EdvOoc, llóppoc, AaA&yv, Datdpa, "Exmtc, Atoyévne, etc., as against 
Y^«uxóc, ExvOoc, mxuppóc, Aert, pardpdc, Ante, Otoyevíc, reflects 
the vocative YAaUxe, Eav0e, etc., which were the only case-form in 
their paradigm to show recessive accent ?. 

The single —s—stem &Ayo¢ again showed alternation between 
Berg with unaccented £, as against éAéyeog etc. in the other 
cases. Here the importance of the nominative singular is shown 
by the wealth of phrases like &Ayoo ix&vet, &Xyoc He agixeto, 
&Xyoc pwérsr, AdBev Zoe, Booeta, Zoe, ğAyoç éu@ OuuG, etc. 3 

Much the same can be said of the verbal forms. In the aorist 
yAvGov, for instance, only the plural infoen Avete and dual 
nAvOetov accented v in the indicative. In the subjunctive and 
optative we would expect v accented throughout‘, but the inf. 
Auen, participle £AuÜQv, and impv. Out (>> &A0€) Avéro 
£Au06vro(v), would make up for this. 

The same applies to @pekov > ðpàov, where however the 
variant pede also survives. 

In the active of &peméGw, the accent was always —&C— or 
aC in the present, subjunctive, optative, infinitive, participle. 
The only forms to show unfavourable accent (&péna,—) were the 
imperfect in the singular and 3rd plural, and the 2nd sg. impe- 
rative, an insignificant group both in numbers and in frequency. 
In the non-present forms the future (&pmá$o, &pmá&couot) never 
accented the root-vowel €, and with a few exceptions (singular 
and 3rd plural indic., 2 sg. impv.) the same holds for the aorist. 

d) In one instance (ou$pv) the place of accent seems to 
preclude the possibility of syncope since the adjectives denoting 
material do not accent —voc5 and therefore *oyve(pe)tvoc, fem. 
*cuup(g)vX is expected. But if, as is likely, the adjective was 


r: See Kurylowicz, Accentuation’, 116 f. and compare Schwyzer's treat- 
ment, GG, I, 380, 420, 634. 

2 The explanation is due to J. Schmidt, see above p. 41. 

3 See above, p. 153 f. 

4 The only exception would be éAvOotmy. 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 490. 
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not at first confined to the feminine, there were forms (opvpetvoc, 
—ov, —X) in which the accent was not on t. A syncopated *opúpvog 
could then serve as the basis of a regular feminine spdevy". 

Thus 25 out of 38 instances always had the syncopated vowel 
in unaccented position. The remaining 13 examples showed accent- 
alternation in the inflection but, apart from a few, all had a major- 
ity of forms in which the vowel in question was not accented. 
The few words in which this.was not the case seem to have been 
swayed by the syncopated alternants which were probably of 
greater frequency. 


7) Frequency, we have just seen, played an important part 
in the processes described. In some cases it led to the elimination 
of one of the variants. Thus méAc0pov/| xAéÜpou gave way to 
TA£0pov | AéUpou, —avda | -wvidac led to —wvda /-wvdac, etc. The 
frequency of the phrase Tore accounts for "re, just as olouet, 
in the frequent parenthetic use, developed into otpa. 

The last examples also illustrate the fact that different areas 
(and ages?) need not show the same preferences (Hom. mirre: 
Att. th mote) and that variants may coexist even within the same 
community (Attic olopat and otpa). Attic mAetov survived or 
developed into xAéov but in the frequent construction. vAetov % 
the variant TÀsiv came into being and was used almost exclu- 
sively in certain types of phrase. In the same manner, variants 
may be consolidated within the same paradigm. Thus the normal 
inflection of the future of the verb ‘ to be’ is broken through 
in the 3rd sing. £ov«t only; similarly, yévto «évtxt are the only 
syncopated forms within their respective paradigms. 

Frequency is of course a factor that is very hard to pin down. 
Even with a modern language, say English, it may be doubted 
whether the frequency of, e.g., J am v. he(she, it) is can be exactly 
determined ?. Furthermore, frequency often combines with what 


* Since the adjective in —voç cannot originally have been confined to 
the feminine this seems to me more likely than, e.g., that it accented -1vdc 
(like muxtvdc) and the feminine *ouvový produced the noun syvtevy, or that 
the gen. pl. cuvpidev gave ouvevéwv and this was generalized. 

2 For present trends, see S. Ullmann, Zhe principles of semantics, 19577, 
290 f., 307 f. 
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Horn called « Funktionslosigkeit ». It is difficult, if not impossible, 
to disentangle the two factors in a well-known case like English 
sir{stre and its Romance antecedents, or the Hungarian greeting 
aldszolgdja from alázatos szolgája ' your humble servant’, In spite 
of the mist enveloping it, frequency is a very real factor in linguistic 
development. 


8) A further factor emerges from an examination of the word 
forms affected by syncope. There is a group of zrisy//aóic words 
in which syncope took place either after the accented syllable: 


yéveto Zoscat xÉAevo oloupat TéAetaL throTte péperte, 


or before: 
évefag xevefócç Ópoyá muxivdg yupuoóc. 


In the latter group there are of course case-forms which are, or 
originally were, quadrisyllabic: 
xeve foto (xeveFoU), xevg/olo, (xeveFoic) 
ópoy&ov | ópoy àv. 


This applies also to &Aeyoc O&uuvoç mÓpwoc cpp(p)voc v5AcOpov 
xuUv@Od@v, and to verbs in which the suffixation of mood and 
personal signs can lead to even longer forms: 

HAvOov — £Av0Éev 

&perov — QPEAÉEV 


The nominative has a guadrisyllabic form in: 
dperuia apevedc èvefartós (éveFeurc) Aaptooatoc dvopardc apoyvia, 
while this shape is relevant in the oblique cases (with the exclusion 
of the accusative in some) in: 


yAavidtov oLdotépon, 


and in the verb 


3 J 
&per aio, 


but all these quadrisyllables can acquire a fifth syllable or more. 
At least four syllables are required for a name in —wvidac 

(Zruoviðne, Acwvidac, etc.), and the adverbs in —vi8&v (zAouz(vómnv). 
A five-syllable form is found as the basic form in 


Vegogëueplo Yepxrotéemt TMAxAKLOTEPOL Tmemtvupévoc aniðo-(h)óxos, 
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and in the comparative-superlative: 
xcveJÓóvepoc — x&veFÓvatoc. 


t 


Even longer forms appear in 
' Apiotoð&ueros évefaxdktio. eveFavaxovta xpataoyvados, 


It will be seen that the minimum shape required is trisyllabic 
which appears in nearly 20 cases. The rest are quadrisyllabic or 
longer. The only exception, the only disyllable, is mAetov. If 
we ignore this solitary exception, we can state that a precondition 
of syncope is that the word has three syllables at least, so that 
even after syncope the volume of the word will not drop below two 
syllables. 

As to the position of the accent, relative to its distance from 
the syncopated vowel, we can see that in over 30 cases the synco- 
pated vowel was either immediately preceded (e.g. yéveto £oecat 
-övðă mAgtov) or followed by the accent (e.g. xeveFog dpoya 
apoyula), There are only half a dozen cases in which the accent 
was two syllables away from the syncopated vowel (’Apiotoddpetoc 
&qevetócG dvopards TentvuuÉvog parido—(h)dyoc, and derivatives of 
‘nine’: évefaréc, évefaxcktio. évefavaxovta), We can therefore 
state that although the absence of accent is essential, it is 
sufficient if it is on the adjoining syllable although it may be 
further away. 


The preceding analyses have shown under what conditions 
syncope of the short vowels of the mid and high ranges took place 
before 300 B.C., at a time when, for the overwhelming majority 
of the cases, the continued existence of the inherited musical 
accent cannot be doubted. It appears that syncope could take 
place only if several conditions were fulfilled. The most important 
condition would seem to have been that the vowel eventually 
syncopated did not bear the accent. The accent could be, in the 
majority of cases indeed was, on either the preceding or the fol- 
lowing syllable, although in a small group it was further removed. 
With one exception, the volume of the words affected was not 
less than three syllables, in a large number of words it was consi- 


19 


252 The conditions of syncope and the nature, ete. 





derably above this level. A further restriction on the shape of 
the word was that on either side of the syncopated vowel there 
was only one consonant’. Even the quality of the surrounding 
consonants proved of importance. The consonant preceding the 
syncopated vowel was a nasal (9), liquid (14), 7 (s), LA) (6), ACh) 
(3) or s (1). The following consonant was a nasal (9), liguid (4), 
w (2), HA) (10), P(A) (3), d (4), g (4), or, exceptionally, ss (1), sz (1). 
Among the preceding consonants nasals and liquids, with the semi- 
vowel 7, predominate, the other possibility being a voiceless stop 
or, in one case, spirant. Among the following consonants, stops, 
whether voiced or voiceless, form the majority (21), with nasals, 
liquids or the semivowel w as the next frequent possibility (15), 
and the voiceless ss and s¢ as exceptions. 

These conditions were necessary but even if all these conditions 
were fulfilled, that did not necessarily entail syncope. It would 
indeed be interesting to examine how far syncope was (eventually) 
avoided even when all the conditions were fulfilled; one obvious 
force counteracting the tendency to syncopation was the conscious- 
ness of etymological connection. On the other hand, syncope 
was naturally promoted by frequency of usage. 

It goes without saying that a field so diligently cultivated — 
and Greek is probably the most thoroughly investigated of all 
Indo-European languages — some, even quite a few, of the cases 
here assembled have not gone unnoticed. How is it then that the 
phenomenon is so completely misrepresented in our modern hand- 
books that even the idea of syncope in Classical times is banished? 
The answer lies partly in the history of earlier attempts, partly 
in certain preconceived ideas about he nature of Classical Greek 
accent. 

Apart from some isolated explanations, a larger number 
of cases was first collected by de Saussure who also tried to fit 
the material into a broader framework. In his contribution to the 
Mélanges Graux, repeatedly quoted in the preceding chapters, 
de Saussure set out to prove that in prehistoric times the Greeks 


* I ignore here the late Thessalian cases. The early cu$ppwoc would 
also be unusual with —-pp-; but it is possible that in the dialects other than 
Aeolic the Semitic word was received as (or transformed into) *ouðpa, with 
ouüptuoc as the regular adjective. 
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had an aversion to a sequence of three short syllables which they 
avoided by either lengthening or syncopating one of them. For 
the latter solution he offered the following examples (l. c. 742 f.). 


4) vv» was changed to — in 
quAÓvepoc | —óxavoc > qi —rvepoc | «xoc 
ÉAu0éucv &AUUeTe > &A0Éuev ZAOete, with subsequent extension to 
eo Zut 
ÜrTtoG from Ómó-—toc 
&AXÉYgoc > &Xy&oc, after which nom. &Ayos, while € kept in &Aeyetvóc 
OucvAeYAs annrcyéws 
&y0oc from &vsÜoc as shown by &vývoðev 
gÚpoç seems from &/&poc, reshaped after gen. &upeoc < &fepsoc 
0&oqa coc >> Deodqatos 
EvFatoc < évéfatoc, while évvéa represents ev(e)vefa, cf. švevfxovra 
< evev(e)Fhuovta, so that for ‘nine’ there were évefa and 
eveve Fa 
olpavds < of(e)pavoc: Skt. Varuna 
elvatepes < ej(x)vevepec 
dpverds << apeveotosc, cf. &pavoc 
ópyutk < *opoyuctk, but Ópóyuux from opoYusy (vv-v kept); 
ÜpyutX is a blend of the two; 


6) vvt became v— in 
£pu0póc < épuÜepóc (or —Oap—), cf. Skt. rudhira- 
éxdtepfev < sxatépobev 
TaVAUTOUG « vaya F(ó)rouc; 


€) vvv was reduced to — in 
Ze (6)vepoc 
0£Xouev < Dousen 
Ady etx. < EA eux 
éryynevides < —evex—evidec, cf. Sovpynvexns &vfjvoya 
map from nx«p(x)u£Aoc as a unit. 


Exceptional syncope, for which no reason can be found, 
is seen in 
Botan < Ésera 
tinte < tirote 
op. < oe9t, after o(e)pétepoc ? 
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These 'euphonic' changes are old. They antedate the loss 
of initial and intervocalic s (cf. oqérepoc Déopatos &oveióc dpyurc), 
and the loss of y (siv&vepec). 

It will be seen that a goodly proportion of Saussure's derivat- 
ions — 8 out of the 23 listed above — reappear in our own lists. 
It is of interest to record that my own lists were drawn up inde- 
pendently of his (and others" work. The simple reason is that if 
one searches today the handbooks for an explanation of such 
obvious developments as 7A0ov from TjAu0ov, or ofwat from otouat, 
one is offered piecemeal solutions which naturally obliterate the 
underlying unity of the phenomena as we shall see further on. 

But it will also be clear that Saussure's explanation is totally 
different from ours, both in the principle and in detail. For him 
the overriding consideration is the sequence of three shorts, for 
us the absence of accent. Thus, in his view, the reduction of 
Auf. to Of. could only occur in such forms as éAv@éuev or 
£X)0eve, but not in 7Ao9ov, Gud, so that in his view 700v and 
oa are analogical; accented éAv@ete as the source of Diere is 
unacceptable for us, quite apart from the fact that the frequency 
relations would also be unfavourable. Similarly, KAYoç is derived 
from OXéysoc, with the accented £ lost, plAtepog from ọhórtepog, 
and &@vFatoc from év£Favoc?. A striking illustration of the misap- 
plication of Saussure's ingenuity is his attempt to explain the 
syncope in öpyvta by positing épo0yuia (< —siZ) with an unheard-of 
‘variant’ of the feminine suffix — the normal *orogusya or 6poyuta 
would not of course yield three shorts — while ópóyutx (vx ——) 
is assumed to reflect normal retention. No wonder that such clear 
examples as Éovat from 8o(c)etat, tinte from tixote? had to be 
labelled ' exceptional’. ` 

Saussure's case was not strengthened by the fact that many of 
his examples — more than the half of his material — were unaccept- 
able, even in his day. Yet, with all its mistakes and imperfections, 


* The same would apply to sbpoc from &Fépsoc, Xv9oc from ¿vš@zoç, 9éc- 
patos from $eoóguroc, Sekitep0g from SeEvétepoc, tavadmoug from tava fF mou 
(but see p. 159 above), Dtraoc from órótioc — if they were acceptable today. 

2 But one does not unterstand why the tribrach tiote — once timote is 
admitted as a phrasal unit — should be regarded as exceptional. 
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Saussure's essay brought together kindred phenomena which a 
later age chose to treat after an atomistic fashion. 

That, in the present context, Saussure's name has almost 
vanished from our ken, is due to his compatriot whose services 
to philology, though perhaps less imaginative, are nonetheless 
equally great if not greater. Barely five years after publication, 
Saussure's results were examined by Wackernagel in his important 
rectorial address on Das Dehnungsgesets der griechischen Komposita 
(1889), and almost completely rejected. Lengthening as a means 
to avoid tribrachic sequences was reduced to a bare minimum 
while syncope was repudiated altogether. Unfortunately, for the 
reasons already stated, it was easy for Wackernagelin many cases to 
disprove or invalidate Saussure’s arguments. Thus he pointed out: 
that eivétepe¢ was simply metrical lengthening from *év&tepes, the 
explanation of Se&itepoc, épubpdc, &x&repÜsv was erroneous, that 
of O£Aouev and Acyeta «an sich unwahrscheinlich und jedenfalls 
nicht beweisbar». As to Saussure’s dépoyuia, it was doubtful 
whether the ending ever existed in that form, while the stem- 
variation was paralleled b y óp&ye—ópy?j. In some cases it is Wacker- 
nagel's argument that is erroneous. Thus he asserts that Saussure's 
derivation of Ü£cqgaroc is impossible because 926¢ represents *0=zfós 
not *Occóc; thanks to Mycenaean Zeoio teia we know now that 
Wackernagel’s primitive form is ruled out and Saussure’s is very 
likely. Similarly, Wackernagel's rejection of the explanation of 
HAVov was mistaken. It is also interesting that Wackernagel omitted 
. to comment on Saussure’s brilliant interpretation of &vFato¢ as 
syncopated from éve/atoc. 

Although he was prepared to admit that some of Saussure’s 
explanations might be correct, Wackernagel held that such isolated 
examples could not prove Saussure’s thesis, if for no other reason 
because there were isolated cases of syncope (Éovat?, tinte, ot ?) 
which did not conform to Saussure’s thesis and were therefore 
unexplained. His final verdict was: «Der Versuch, Synkope als 


t Dehnungsgesetz, 3 f. = KSchr., 899 f. On éx&vegpÜev see now Mastrelli, 
« SIFC », 27, 1956, 279. 

2 But Wackernagel preferred his own explanation (« KZ», 30, 1890, 
315 = KSchr., 678), see above 163:. 
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eine Folge der Abneigung gegen drei aneinander gereihte Kürzen 
zu erweisen, muss für misslungen gelten». 

This judgement is incontrovertible as far as the cause of the 
phenomenon is concerned.  Saussure certainly failed to prove 
that a tribrachic sequence was the cause of the syncope. But 
Wackernagel's error was that in attacking the principle of explan- 
ation he also rejected the cases of syncope which have to be acknow- 
ledged whatever their explanation. Particularly glaring is his 
wilful evasion of the obvious diachronic line between Zäuflo and 
7A0ov, Zo(c)etat and gota, Év(v)e/« and &vFatoc. 

However, the damage was done, and is still not repaired. 
Of Saussure's twin remedies for tribrachic difficulties, lengthening 
continues in favour? — even beyond what Wackernagel thought 
permissible — while «Synkope zum gleichen Zweck ist vollends 
unerwiesen und kaum wahrscheinlich » 3. 

It took however some time until negation completely trium- 
phed. In 1894, Kretschmer judged it undeniable that vowel-loss 
in unaccented (!) syllable occurred in Greek in historical times, 
and, to that extent, Saussure's view was correct^. The existence 
of éAQetv, beside ñAu9ov, could hardly be explained in any other 
way; and the names in —vda¢ probably lost the t in the proparo- 
xytone vocative —@viS% On the strength of these and other 
(unfortunately unstated) examples Kretschmer averred that 
syncope took place in the neighbourhood of nasal or liquid only. 
Almost simultaneously, J. Schmidt maintained that unaccented : 
could be syncopated in the neighbourhood of v, witness (va 
and XyA&vótov5, But it is noticeable that the sphere admitted 
steadily contracts. 

One of the reasons contributing to this change was a shift 
of interest to certain related phenomena. It was J. Schmidt himself 
who ushered in this new phase by attempting to explain certain 


t Dehnungsgeseiz, 5 = KSchr., got. 

? See Marstrander, « NTS », 4, 1930, 251—278; Schwyzer, GG, I, 239, but 
also 397 f. Add. 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 239. Add. 

4 Kretschmer, Die griechischen Vaseninschriften, 1894, 239. 

5 J. Schmidt, Kritik der Sonantentheorie, 1895, 27°; cf. «KZ», 38, 1902, 21. 
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vowel-losses by the assumption that they were due to proclisis '. 
This factor was now thought to account for the reduction of the 
dat. pl. of the article, moto, to Tote, for the appearance of the 
apocopated prepositions (&v, xaT, map, etc.), but, since its essence 
was the absence of accent, oluat could now also be explained as 
due to the unaccented use of otopat. 

À curious return to Saussurean ideas was accomplished by 
H. Ehrlich who again dismissed the importance of accent and 
proclaimed the unique role of rhythm?. His ' primitive Greek 
law’ states: < Eine Folge von drei kurzen, durch einfache Konso- 
nanz getrennten Vokalen wird beseitigt durch Unterdrückung 
des mittleren, wenn dieser im Wortauslaut steht»?. The ‘law’, 
abstracted from the use of apocopated prepositions *, can however 
be extended to compounds, too, since even in compounds there 
is a word-boundary. Thus, the « Dreikürzengesetz » explains not 
only öppæ tóppæ from the phrases Got) 6a, tép(t) Ge (with instru- 
mental adverbs), but also v«v«oroó« from tavaf(ójnoða, Hesiod's 
QepéoQtoc (Theog. 693) from *qepsoi-Bioc, type &XxeotrenAoc, and 
Antimachus' apmedécacn from *&pt—teddecon 5, 

But the tide had now turned against any explanation that 
would link Greek phonological developments with accent, even 
if operating only with the general contrast of accented and unac- 
cented positions, and Ehrlich's results did not find favour$. The 
general view was well summed up by Thumb who in the fourth 


* In the article Zur Geschichte der Langdiphthonge im Griechischen, pub- 
lished posthumously in « KZ», 38, 1902, 2-52; see especially 5-39, on ofuot 
D 33. 

? Ehrlich, Betonung, 4 f., 150 f. Note also his brief survey (pp. 2-3) of 
various theories about the influence of accent on Greek phonological develop- 
ments. Ehrlich paid handsome tribute to de Saussure at pp. 57-8. 

3 O. c., p. 20. 

^ Here it was anticipated by de Saussure's explanation of, e.g., mao from 
rap(x)a&éAog etc. Both Ehrlich's and Kretschmer's views («Glotta», 1, 1909, 
34 f.) are rejected by Schwyzer, GG, I, 239, 259, whose own preference (407: 
proclisis), shared by Lejeune (Traité de phonétique grecque", 193 f.), means a 
return to J. Schmidt. 

5 Ehrlich, Betonung, 41. 

$ This was not of course the only reason. From our point of view, Ehrlich's 
complete disregard of whether the vowel was accented or not is a basic flaw. 
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edition of Brugmann's Griechische Grammatik thought fit to insert 
a new paragraph dealing with «Vokalschwund» — a topic absent 
from the previous editions — which begins thus: «Für das Grie- 
chischeist es, z. B. im Gegensatz zum Lateinischen, charakteristisch, 
dass Vokalschwund im allgemeinen wie unter besonderen Beding- 
ungen (wie Unbetontheit) so gut wie ganz (!) fehlt. Denn dass 
die Vokalapokope der Práüpositionen (&v, xat usw.) oder Tots statt 
totot u.a. auf einem lautgesetzlichen, durch die Proklise bedingten 
Vokalschwund beruhen ... ist unwahrscheinlich, weil der Vorgang 
der ganzen lautlichen Situation des Griechischen widerspricht»(!)*. 
The views are firmly stated but the reason given is merely a general 
statement for which no proof is offered. Even so there is a niche 
for possible exceptions, and ofuat is indeed granted a privileged 
position: it is perhaps «als unbetonte(!) Allegroform aus otopa: 
verkürzt worden». But the tone is set for the future, down to the 
present day. The incontrovertible instances of syncope are dealt 
with under separate headings so that for practically every case 
a different explanation is offered; the number of instances is kept 
to a minimum by the general statement that the whole pheno- 
menon is typically un-Greek. Thus, Schwyzer eliminates many 
of the ‘ earlier’ (i.e. Classical) cases by suggesting variant forma- 
tions or Indo-European ablaut?; of the examples allowed, 78ov 
is hesitantly attributed to the special effect of the velar 7? (other- 
wise unknown in most Greek dialects, certainly in Attic), otua 
is ascribed to « Satzunbetontheit » *, and proclisis is held respon- 
sible for the apocope of prepositions. On the other hand, a special 
category of «partieller dissimilatorischer Silbenverlust» is set 
up to make the derivation of noah from *moAvA& possible 5; one 
cannot help wondering why this case, if acceptable at all, should 
be thought different from the identical « partieller Silbenverlust » 
indisputably seen in 7A8ov (and otu). Lejeune devotes a para- 
graph to syncope, found «dans un nombre de mots infime ». 


* Brugmann-Thumb, Griech. Gram.*, 80. See also Thumb's survey in 
Streitberg, Die Erforschung der idg. Sprachen, 1, 1916, 59 f. 

2 GG, I, 259. 

3 GG, I, 213. 

4 GG, I, 280. 

5 GG, I, 265. 
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Chronology is ignored and thus the Hellenistic examples of Kret- 
schmer's law — attributed to dissimilation of like vowels instead 
of the effect of stress — are presented together with the 'Aeolic' 
absorption of ¿ by a preceding z (meaning our Thessalian cases), 
hyphaeresis, and « usure phonétique dans un mot accessoire comme 
oloupat devenu en attique une sorte de particule sous la forme 
oluat; etc. »? 

Since the underlying assumption is that Greek is incapable 
of syncope we must ask why this should be thought to be so. 
The answer is that in the relevant period Greek has a musical 
accent which is incompatible with syncope, this being the exclusive 
property of languages with a stress accent. Thus the difference 
between two kinds of accent, a very real difference to be sure, is 
transformed into a barrier preventing any communication bet- 
ween them. Both of them are given strictly circumscribed pro- 
perties. Pitch is, among others, ‘ beneficial’ to the vocalism: 
the vowel-system remains stable, only qualitative changes (colour- 
ing) are permissible. ` Stress, on the other hand, has a corrosive 
effect: under its rule, vowels are weakened and even lost in great 
numbers. It is therefore said :« Contrairement à l'accent d'inten- 
sité, le ton n'exerce aucune action sur le vocalisme»?, or: «le 
ton ... ne provoque ces changements du timbre et de la quantité 
des voyelles qui résulte ordinairement de la présence de l'inten- 
sité» 3, and more explicitly: «Le ton n'a exercé sur les voyelles 
des anciennes langues indo-européennes, et en particulier sur les 
voyelles du védique, du grec ancien ..., aucune action comparable 
à l'action exercée par l'accent sur les voyelles des dialectes néo- 
latins, celtiques, germaniques, russes etc. C'est que l'accent de 
ces dialectes comporte surtout une forte intensité jointe d'ordi- 
naire à un allongement, tandis que le ton indo-européen consis- 
tait en une élévation de la voix, sans intensité appréciable et 
surtout sans aucune prolongation de durée de la voyelle» *. 


* Lejeune, Traité de phonétique grecqu£^, 193. One would like to know 
what examples were covered by «etc.». Lejeune's treatment seems to be the 
model of S. Cirac Estopafian’s corresponding paragraph (Manual de gramática 
histórica griega, 1, Barcelona 1955, 196) which spells out Lejeune's categories. 

2 Meillet-Vendryés, Grammaire comparée des langues classiques, 19537, 124. 

3 Meillet, Zziroductiorb, 143. 

4 Ibid., 142. Add. 
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The phrasing might be thought to be harmless enough. The 
trouble is that it gives rise to a curious attitude at variance with 
the rules of logic. Those who maintain that a pitch-accent does 
not cause any changes comparable to those found in languages 
with a stress-accent, i.e. vowel-weakening, syncope, etc., proceed 
to act as if it were established that in languages with a pitch- 
accent syncope, etc., are impossible. It does not require great 
expertise in logic to see that the one does not follow from the other. 
Even if pitch were not the active cause (the causa efficiens) of 
such changes, there might be other causes which could produce 
these changes, provided that pitch-accent is not interpreted as 
prohibitive of such changes. It is clear that the latter assumption 
is quite unjustified. 

But even the basic premise, the assumption that pitch is 
something quite different from intensity and stress, proves less 
and less tenable. The former clear-cut division between pitch and 
stress accent has been under attack from A. Schmitt for a very 
long time now’. He has maintained consistently that the division 
is untenable since accent is always stress («der Akzentuations- 
gipfel eines Wortes ist immer ein Intensitátsgipfel > 7) and musical 
accent is therefore impossible 5; the only difference is whether the 
energy is massed in one point as it were («stark zentralisierend ») 
or spread evenly over the whole word (« schwach zentralisierend » *). 
With this view it is still possible of course to maintain the diffe- 
rences previously ascribed to two basically different kinds of accent, 
and Schmitt himself did not deviate from the tradition in the 
matter of vowel-weakening and syncope?. But at the moment 
a full revolution is afoot concerning the basic concept of division, 


r Cf. A. Schmitt, Untersuchungen zur allgemeinen A kzentlehre, 1924; Ak- 
zent und Diphthongierung, 1931; Musikalischer Akzent und antike Metrik, 1953. 

? Schmitt, Untersuchungen, 73. 

3 Ibid., 71, 73 £f., Akzent und Difhthongzerung, 8. 

4 Untersuchungen, 79. 

5 Cf. Untersuchungen, 175 (: in Greek « Vokalreduktion und Silben- 
schwund so gut wie fehlen »), and 9o (syncope in Lithuanian exceptional and 
confined to the « nachlassige Umgangssprache >, in accord with the rule at p. 177 
that «die nachlassige Umgangssprache, und vollends die des niederen Volkes, 
in der Regel um einige Grade stärker zentralisiert als die sorgfältige Rede des 
gebildeten Mannes »). 
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the very notion of stress. Experimental phonetics seems to produ- 
ce results that will confound the diachronist. However much one 
might regret having to relearn in this important field, and even 
more that the phoneticians are still not ready with the answers, 
one must be grateful that the old ‘idols of the study’ (Bacon’s 
idola speluncae) are beginning to give way to notions based on 
truly scientific study. It will be sufficient to quote a few state- 
ments typical of the new trend. Examining Polish stress, W. Jas- 
sem concludes that ‘ Polish stress is melodic or tonal’, ‘relations 
in pitch are relevant for stress in Polish, relations in duration 
and intensity being incidental’, and earlier he stated that ‘the 
dogma of the intrinsically dynamic nature of stress propounded 
by the majority of phoneticians has recently been challenged 
experimentally '*. No less surprising is to read as the conclu- 
sions of A theory of Pitch Accent in English that ‘the primary 
cue of what is usually termed stress in the utterance is pitch 
prominence’ and ‘intensity is found to be negligible'*. But 
Bolinger’s results are borne out by others: ‘in so-called dynamic 
stress, intensity cannot be considered as a factor ... whether .. 
taken in an acoustic or in an articulatory sense’ 3. Seiler describes 
our predicament in the following words: ‘We can measure and 
chart pztch, but for many languages we still do not know in what 
relation pitch stands to zmtemsity or loudness. The concept of 
stress is probably based on pitch and some other features, but is 
not directly measurable and still lacks a generally accepted defi- 
nition ' *. 

If, then, the traditional concept of stress transforms itself 
before our very eyes into a feature of pitch, we can no longer regard 
stress as responsible for vowel-weakenings and syncopes, pheno- 
mena which have to be kept out of the range of pitch. Naturally, 
this change in our appraisal of the role of stress and pitch does 
not mean that the difference between the traditional stress-accent 
and pitch-accent can be regarded as non-existent: ' elimination 


* W. jJassem, The phonology of Polish stress (« Word $, 15, 1959, 252-269), 
269 and 252. But cf. now H.W. Wodarz, « Phonetica», 6, 1961, 177-215. 

? Dwight L. Bolinger, « Word », 14, 1959, 149. 

3 H. Mol-E. M. Uhlenbeck, The linguistic relevance of intensity in stress 
(« Lingua », 5, 1956, 205-213), 205. 

* Seiler, « Word », 18, 1962, 123 (with references in fn. 4). 
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of intensity as a distinguishing factor does not imply the dis- 
appearance of the traditional distinction between two types of 
stress ... but they are not found in two different planes; they 
occur on the same level as in both cases different periodicity 
patterns are concerned ''. The difference between Greek accent 
and Latin accent is clear to see? But we cannot go on explaining 
the difference in the development of their respective vowel-systems 
as being based on pitch on the on side, but stress (or «intensité 
initiale») on the other. 

With the theoretical foundation knocked out of place, if not 
out of existence, resistance to acknowledging syncopes even in 
languages with a so-called pitch-accent will, it is hoped, gradually 
diminish. We may go on using the rather inappropriate term 
' pitch-accent' so long as we realize that the term is inadequate, 
and, as far as diachrony is concerned, does not justify some of our 
current beliefs. If it is proved that Greek has at least three dozen 
examples of syncope at a time when it is generally acnowledged 
to have had a so-called pitch-accent, we must not succumb to 
the connotations of pitch-accent and attempt to deny the syncopes 
but rather adjust our notions as to what is possible in a language 
with pitch-accent. The result of the present work can, it seems, 
be generalized into a permissive rule: syncope can take place even 
in languages with a so-called pitch-accent but only unaccented vowels 
of a certain range (usually high and mid vowels) ave affected, provided 
that the environment and syllabic structure are favourable. 

Since Lithuanian is usually quoted as an example of a language 
with pitch-accent, it is of some interest to note that syncope is 


r: Mol-Uhlenbeck, « Lingua», 5, 1956, 213. See on the whole problem 
also D. B. Fry, «Language and Speech», 1, 1958, 126-152; A. E. Sharp, «TPS», 


I960, 114 f. 
* < How far the elimination of intensity as a factor in stress will also 
affect diachronical problems remains a problem ... which we leave ... to 


the specialists " (Mol-Uhlenbeck, « Lingua », 5, 213). Note also Martinet's view 
(Économie des changements phonétiques, 1955, 171 f.) that the difference bet- 
ween pitch and stress is perhaps overemphasized and that, diachronically, a 
difference between stress and an accent that is quantitative rather than dynamic 
is more important. Particularly interesting is the example given for the latter, 
Portuguese, where z and z are often lost while a is kept. 
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not unknown to it, and not only in final syllables*. Not only do 
we find syncopes conforming to Kretschmer's law, e.g. karvdjus 
‘cake’ from karavojus, kalmorius ° ink-pot ' from Polish &aZamarz, 
but also, with consonants other than liquids, pdskuz ‘after’ 
from $üsa£uz, and, more interesting still, examples of loss of z/z 
in the neighbourhood of nasals and/or liquids, as in sudnjs ‘ well’ 
(o Brunnen >) from sulinğs, pãtroti ‘watch’ from White Russian 
paturac, dialectal pamisalas 'lining of a suit’ from pamusalas ?. 
Further examples of the loss of unaccented 7 u are *: &é/nis ‘ trou- 
sers’? from earlier élinés, vélnias ‘devil’ from vélinas, lopsys 
‘cradle’ from Jopis¥s, etc: while e is lost in duéitas tréitas from 
liter. duéjetas tréjetas, kidutas from (kéutas <) kévetas ' shell’. 


* T emphasize this partly because in my Greek material, too, I have avoi- 
ded including apocope, partly because A. Schmitt insists (Untersuchungen zur 
allgemeinen Akzentlehre, 1924, 89 f.) that apocope is not infrequent in Lithua- 
nian but loss in internal position is so, and is confined to the reflexive —s#-. 

2 See Frankel, « Glotta >, 35, 1956, 85 f. 

3 Cf. J. Otrebski, Gramatyka jezyka litewskiego, 1, 1958, 246 f. 


IV. 


Having established that in a sizable group of words z, x, e, o 
were lost in unaccented position and in certain environments 
between the Mycenaean age and the advent of Alexander the 
Great, we can now try to see whether there are any other cases 
which can only be explained, or are most readily explained, on 
this theory. 


1) The 3rd plural personal (and reflexive) pronoun is gener- 
ally recognized to be based on the locative plural c«t(v), which 
was matched by a true dative oper’. It is clear that —@, (—9st) 
represent the case-endings so that the stem is o-. But it is known 
that in Greek only IE *scwe- | *sewe- are found which regularly 
developed into h/e/&/6c; there is no room for a variant *s-. To 
be sure, the original stem *sce did acquire a variant *se, probably 
by dissimilation in forms which had a labial suffix (*swebhez > 
*sebhet > Lat. sibi). But the point is that *s— would be impossible 
to fit into the known scheme of variations. Schwyzer rightly says 
that the expected form would be *h/e- (> fhs-) from *swe- or, 
possibly, Š— from *sw—?. This seems to be presented by the Old 
Prussian possessive subbs ‘own’, prima facie from IE *su—bho-s, 
ie. an adjective based on a form like *sz—bAZz or *su-bhei?. This 
is not only in agreement with the normal ablaut-pattern (*sze—/ 
*su—) but is supported by Skt. tabhy-am «tibi» which is more likely 
to have preserved the original form than to show an analogical 


* See Schwyzer, GG, I, 601 f.; Chantraine, Morphologie, 139 f. 

? Schwyzer, GG, I, 601. 

3 Solmsen, Untersuchungen zur griech. Laut- und Verslehre, 1901, 199 
thinks that s42ós can derive from IE *s,22o0—. But the weakened form of a 
short vowel has, it is to be hoped, disappeared from Indo-European; the con- 
nection with Saini is by no means evident, and, even if accepted, Sabzzi can 
be from *s(w)odho— with dissimilation. 
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intrusion of ar In any case, only IE *swedh7 or *subhi are possible 
but not *s—dfz. 

If this is true, the explanation of om is clear, and was indeed 
perceived by Saussure long ago: 09! was syncopated from *ougt 
at a time when initial *s— had not yet been aspirated; since aspir- 
ation is earlier than the middle of the 2nd millennium B.C., this 
would be the earliest datable example of syncope. It is worth 
noting that o9s— is now attested for Mycenaean (e-i), and this 
means the 13th c. at least but more likely the 15th. 

Saussure thought that o¢t had to be reformed on the analogy 
of *c(u)pévepoc since this was the only derivative which had the 
requisite three shorts. But the possessives in —Tepoc are undoub- 
tedly later than those with simple —o— (:6966)?, and it is very 
unlikely that they should have existed as early as the time required 
now. Furthermore, we have seen that even trisyllabic shape was 
no absolute necessity; *Aelv suffices to prove this. In the case of 
*cugií we must note that is was often enclitic and that its z is 
a short high vowel. 


2) As is known, there are several cases in Greek in which a 
disyllabic base seems to lose its second syllable in formations 
which present the -o-grade of the first syllable. E.g.: 


Tóp-UoG ‘hole; peg; pivot’ — tépe-tpov ‘borer, gimlet’ 
TÓpYN ‘harlot ’ — mepaa(a)ae ‘sell (abroad) ’ 
“Au ‘hardihood, courage’ — zeg. TAG- ‘ bear’. 


Since there seems no reason to assume that the words in the left- 
hand column are formed from a different (monosyllabic) base 
from those in the right-hand column, it would seem that the 
shorter forms are based on *topewoc, *mopavyn, *voÀ«guo; in other 
words, 2 is lost. Saussure was the first to suggest that the condition 
of the loss was that the first syllable of the root had —o—-vocalism 3, 
and this was accepted by Moller? But it is hard to see why 


* See Wackernagel-Debrunner, AzGr., III, 460. 

2 Although shared by the Classical languages and in a slightly different 
way by Germanic, the forms in —eros are clearly post-Indoeuropean. 

3 Saussure, Mélanges Nicole, 1905, 5117. 

^ Les dialectes indo-européens, 1950", 68; Introduction®, 101. 
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~o—vocalism should have a special effect, denied to the basic 
—e-vocalism?, nor is it any easier to discover why a, so stable 
otherwise, should be lost. For these reasons, others have sought 
to explain the shorter forms as being analogical. Thus, for instance, 
the regular variation between Yeve-/Yov(—o)- (from *gene-]| *gona— 
o-) is supposed to have produced the variation tepe—/ vop- 7. 
This might look impressive on paper but the fact is that whereas 
the alleged pattern could account for, say, Topos, only an ex- 
isting *Yovuoc could account for 1Ópuoc, etc. It seems clear that if 
the disyllabic forms T&ps-, 7epa—, TeÀ@— are really significant, then 
the derivatives in.question could only have started as *toramo-, 
*porano—, *tolamo—. These would have developed into *topamoc or 
*topeuog 3, *mopava, ` Zeoioauë Of these, *Tópeuoc, could have 
been syncopated to Tópuoc, but not *topauoc, and this suggests 
the solution. The historical topyog "ép tóňuņ* presuppose 
earlier *topouocg *mopov® *toàouč which were assimilated from 
the primitive forms indicated above The assimilation is 
of the same kind as the one seen in &xdAovflog based on xé- 
Aeu0oc. Whatever the etymon of the latter, it is certain that 
the compound could have the -o-vocalism in one syllable only 
to begin with; it was only later that the other syllable was 
assimilated. 


3) The name ‘Adxpéwv, as shown by Homeric and Doric 
`AAwukov, ' AAxp&v, derives from "Asp Fein, which, in Attic, regul- 
arly developed into "Ais Plo > 'AAxgéow (cf. “AAxpewvidat), 


t I agree with Schwyzer (GG, I, 362) that projecting the loss into Indo- 
European, as the result of a kind of enclisis (Hirt, /xdogermanische Grammatik, 
II, 1927, 185 f.), is not helpful. Specht (Ursdrung, 288) assumes variation of 
mono- and disyllabic bases. 

2 See above, 2277. 

3 On the Greek development of a see now Kuryłowicz, 4 pophonie, 201 f. 

4 The form «óAu& replaces r6Aua, an early example of the change exam- 
ined by Solmsen, Beiträge, 248-270, cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 476. 

5 I ignore here the accent of mópvm tóu because both are likely to re- 
present old oxytona which became barytona when substantivized. See Wacker- 
nagel-Debrunner, 442Gz., II, 2, 732 f. (on —#oə—), 750 f. (on —o—); Kuryłowicz, 
A pophonie, 136. 
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and in Doric, with contraction, into 'AXxu&v. Although it is 
true that nouns in -wv can be derived from —&-stems (May&ov, 
"Ixev&ov, ' Aper&ov, drdwv ~ Myc. opa?) it is certain that the 
ending —%fov— spread to other than- —&-stems. The clearest 
example is didupdove from Sidvpoc, certainly not *Ouugx', It 
is therefore erroneous to postulate as a basis for "Anden a 
feminine noun *&Axp&?, especially as there is a noun Zoch, with 
the name 'AAxatog; and compound ‘Adxiwwédwv, etc. In view of 
the fact that *&Axp.X does not exist while the adjective &xtpoc, 
used also as a name "Awun, is well attested, we must conclude 
that 'AAxu&ev can only represent an early dup ov in which 
L was syncopated 3. Since the name is so wide-spread, and is 
especially frequent in Doric lands, the syncope cannot be due 
to metrical necessity. 


4) The numeral tetpaxdovor, Doric v&rpax&tTtot, has recently 
been clarified in its structure by Risch who pointed out that the 
basis is not *tetpéxatov, but the phrase TéTopa *xat&^. This 
seems evident but leaves a phonological problem: why has —o- 
disappeared? On the strength of our results, we can now state 
that the shortening must have occurred in the amalgamated 
(derivative) form *tetopaxétiot, where the length of the form, 
the absence of the accent, and the favourable environment were 
all factors conducive to an eventual syncope. "We should note 


t Risch, Widg., $2 f; Schwyzer, GG, I, 521. Note also xowdev. 

2 Schwyzer, GG, I, 494. The adjectives &Xxpxioc, dAxpapés are attested 
by Hesychius only, and cannot be used for our archaic name; on the contrary, 
they are very likely based on 'AXxpu&ov. 

3 This may have been also Risch’s view who quotes (Wógg., 53) the name 
"Aa ëäen, — The name ' Axxuvà, Hom. "Achim, as a woman's name, must 
derive from’ Adxudewv. But it cannot be formed «excussa vocali media» (Schulze, 
Quaest. epic., 3047). It is formed from the man's name by simply adding a femi- 
ninizing —&, the way ’AAxuév—y7 is formed form &ìxvav, or jyyeuóvn from hyeuoy. 
In other words, 'AAxp&v& is the regular contraction from 'AXpa(F)ov—& in all 
dialects except Ionic-Attic (see Buck, Greek Dialects, 1955, 37). Homeric . 
Adxunyy is therefore simply a transposition into Ionic shape of a non-Ionic 
"AXxpavà; note that in Homer the name can always be replaced by "Au ënn, 
and that Alcmene is part of the Doric tradition. 

4 Risch, < IF >. 67, 1962, 1332. 


20 
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perhaps that the basic form may have been slightly different. 
As is known, the variety of forms presented by the cardinal 
‘four’ in the different Greek dialects is the result of the ablaut- 
variations in the original paradigm which can be reconstructed 
as follows: 


nom. *Z"efwores > tETOpEG 
acc. "*A"efurus >> Teovpas 
gen. "*Z"efurom 


loc.  *A"ehursi > TeTtTapot 


The neuter was probably *Z"ecvór originally, but later clearer forms 
such as *£"etura and eventually *£"eZweor» were introduced. It is 
therefore possible that the original form of ‘400’ was *"eftura 
Emi, or, in Greek form, *tétupa xaTX, so that the new term was 
*tetupaxatiot, later syncopated to T&TQoxXTtot. 


5-6) As noticed above, Antimachus of Colophon (first half 
of the 4th c. B.C.) used the form éenedéeo0% which Ehrlich rightly 
traced to *a&pi—medédecon*, The only difficulty is? that, in view 
of its lateness, we cannot be quite sure that it is not a purely poetical 
venture. The same applies to 2p@upic * 7j Veréin 9upíc", although 
the fact that it is reported as Aeolic suggests that it is from one 


* See above, p. 277. 

2 The only, because the statement that derivation of &preðhs (Nicander) 
from &pi—reónc « überzeugt nicht» (Frisk, GEW, I, 150) does not even begin 
to tackle the problem, especially as the connection with mé9ov is accepted. 
Further, it is methodically erroneous to start from Nicander’s &przó/c rather 
than the much earlier &pmrsóósooa of Antimachus; in addition to the chrono- 
logy, we should also note that while *&pi—re8oc (cf. &redoc, ÉumeOoc, xeatat- 
medog etc.), and medSderg (even though this is found only in Nicander) are cor- 
rect formations, and so *&pimeddetg is also regular, &pre8/5; shows the same 
artificial distortion of an —o-stem as is found in šumegŠñç (in a tragic fragment) 
and in iconsðńg reported only by the glossographers, although it is known 
from Homer's eüpumuiëc yaAxofavéc. The development is therefore from *&opt- 
medog (cf. £pl8ounoc, &plBmAoc) to ëpureëieuc and &pvre9 c. 
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of the well-known poets and so probably even earlier than &pme- 
Géeoog It is in any case from *épt-Bupic , 


* 
* * 


Once attention is focussed on the fact that syncope is nothing 
unheard of even in Greek, it can be hoped that many more cases 
will come to light. . I have not included the apocopated prepositions 
in my lists because it is difficult to decide how far elision may be held 
responsible for this phenomenon. Nor have I adopted Schwyzer’s fa- 
vourite explanation of morah? — although if it were from *ToAuA&, 
the phenomenon could only be described as syncope— because I hope 
to show elsewhere that the historical paradigm continues the inhe- 
rited inflexion without any intrusion from a derivative formation. 


* 
* 3k 


But if syncope is found even in Greek the question arises 
whether it can be established for other Indo-European languages. 
Particularly important would be a close examination of the Indian, 
especially Vedic, vocabulary from this point of view. It is known 
that ZuAztá ' daughter’ seems to be a disyllabic word at RV, 9, 
113, 3, four times in the Atharva Veda. The form usually assumed 
is dhitad with syncope of Z(u)zitz?. Loss of an z is acknowledged 
by the spelling syoza—- from s(z)—-yoza-, where the fact that the 
Avesta has Zzyaoza— shows that the reduction is an Indian inno- 
vation, and the Rigveda also demands a trisyllabic shape. But 
the assumption that the Rigvedic form was szyona— from suyona- 
is impossible; the alleged parallels are, characteristically, not 
from Vedic or Sanskrit^. This difficulty disappears if we assume 


* The reference to ëpero dpto (Schwyzer, GG, I, 450) is certainly erro- 
neous. Some of these words seem to be dogged by a strange fate. S.v. &ereënc, 
LSJ refer to £pxeüt;o which does not appear in its proper place; Frisk, s. &p- 
mednc, refers to ÉpOupic but seems to have forgotten to list it. 

? Schwyzer, GG, I, 265, 584. 

3 See especially Lüders, « KZ», 49, 1920, 247 f. (note his difficulties in 
reconciling syncope with musical accent, p. 248); Leumann, « IF », 58, 1942, 23 
(who rejects syncope as unlikely with a musical accent). See also Wackernagel- 
Debrunner, 4iGr., d Nachtráge, 37 ad 60, 28; and Renou's Jutroduction, 15. 

4 See Wackernagel, « KZ », 46, 1914, 270 (= KScAr., 288); 61, 1934, 203 f. 
(= KSchr., 364 f.). The examples given at the latter place show loss and not 
previous assimilation of z. 
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that pre-Vedic szyona- was syncopated to syoza- and this acquired 
the normal variant s7yona—. Syncope accounts also for £ur-as, 
but not from *ézrumas '. 


Lé 
Lé % 


Even more important is the question whether similar pheno- 
mena can be established for Indo-European. As is known, the 
late Indo-European vowel-system is the result of two rather 
different developments. The first movement manifests itself in 
the widespread losses and shortenings known as quantitative 
ablaut. The second produced the qualitative ablaut, essentially 
the colouring of ë to A. There is general agreement now that the 
first period was under the sign of an accent close in its effects, 
and probably also in nature, to the prehistoric or post-Classical 
Latin accent and Germanic accent. In other words it was a so- 
called stress accent. The second period, characterized by a stable 
vowel-system, is assumed to have been ushered in by a change to 
musical accent, the accent that was inherited by the daughter 
languages since it is found at the beginning of the history of Indian 
and Greek?. The change is comparable to that seen in, e.g., Swedish 
which from the marked stress of Germanic and Early Scandinavian 
has changed to what can still be best described as a musical accent 3. 

From our point of view only the second period, that of the 
qualitative ablaut, is of interest. Throughout this period the accent 
was like that of Early Greek, and therefore we may ask whether 
any of the syncopes encountered in Early and Classical Greek 
have a counterpart in Late Indo-European. Naturally, loss of e 
or o can never be proved for this period, because the absence of 
these vowels can always be, and most likely is, the result of the 


* Wackernagel, AzGr., I, 59. See Schmid, « IF >, 65, 1960, 235 f.; Kuiper, 
« AION-L », 2, 1960, 167 f. I hope to return to this problem. 

2 Cp. Brugmann, Grundriss, I°, 946 f.; Hirt, Indogermanische Grammatik. 
V — Der Akzent, 1929, 402; Lehmann, Proto-Indo-European Phonology, 1952, 
IO9 f., esp. 112-4; A. Schmitt, Musikalischer Akzent und antike Metrik, 1953, 
23. Kurylowicz (A pophonie, 36 f.) expresses dissatisfaction with Hirt's and Gün- 
tert's views but so far as I can see our main problem, the sequence of two dif- 
ferent accent-systems, is not affected. 

3 Cf. Malmberg, Bemerkungen zum schwedischen Wortakzent, « Zeit- 
schrift für Phonetik und allgemeine Sprachwissenschft», 12, 1961, 193-207. 
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convulsions of the first period. But if the loss of z or z can be 
established, that is most likely to have occurred during the pitch- 
accent period, especially if the ¿ or w came into being in the first 
period from a weakening of dipthongs (e.g. eZ, zz; eu, au). This 
assumption is not entirely new. After some attempts in the last 
century *, Sütterlin published in 1909 a long list of words in which 
he assumed the loss of 7 or z in Indo-European times 2. His results 
have generally been rejected and in many cases he certainly went 
beyond what is probable, or produced analyses which are unten- 
able. Thus, e.g., the Greek pair ñAu0ov / Abov is regarded as 
presenting an IE pair *eludh—!*eldh—, the latter being a later deve- 
lopment from the former; the mistake is not, however, in the 
substance but in the chronology: ?A8ov does derive from 7jÀuOov, 
but the change is Greek, not Indo-European. Comparing Gothic 
bleips (Engl blithe) with Goth. *mdldeis (Engl. mild), Sütterlin 
was led to unite them under *melezt- which gave the alternants 
*mleit- (> Gmc. *0#b—— and *melit-, and the latter became *mel¢— 
(> Gmc. *meld+); this is still not implausible, although the proof 
is not easy. There are of course poorer examples, too?. But there 
are others wich are well-founded, and which I should regard as 
proven. Two of them, which go back to the early days of our 
discipline, will appear in the list below, but there are perhaps 
others which should be reappraised. 


1) For ‘father-in-law’ the Indo-European languages offer 
the following forms: Skt. fudíura-, Avest. x"asura (Pers. xusur), 
Greek é&xupóc, Lat. socer, OHG swehur, OEngl. swéor, Lithu. 
SéSuras, Slav. sve&(s)re, Alban. vjehér. For ‘ mother-in-law’ we 
find: Skt. svagsru-, Persian xusrū *, Greek &xup&, Lat. socrus, OHG 
swigar, OEngl. sweger (acc. sg. swegre), Welsh chwegr, Slav. svekry, 


* Wackernagel, AzGr., I, 60 f., cf. Nachtrdge, 38. 

2 Sütterlin, « IF y, 25, 1909, 58-76. 

3 Cf., e.g., no. 25, combining *sezzew- and *széw- (p. 61); no. 69, tracing 
Lat. Zribus and Gothic aurp to Zereibh- | ferbh—- (p. 65, in spite of Gothic 2); 
no. 15, uniting under z/e/ugo- | welgo- Gk. Anen, Lat. /ufus, Skt. vrkas. It is 
however worth pointing out that although only Sütterlin is quoted as an advo- 
cate of this theory, exactly the same views were propounded at the same time 
by Pedersen cf. Vergleichende Grammatik der Keltischen Sprachen, 1, 1908, 175 f. 

4 On the Iranian variants see Meillet, «MSL », 20, 1918, 113. 
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Alban. wjehér. On the evidence of the most conservative languages, 
the masculine can be restored as *swekuros, the feminine as *szwe- 
&rüs'. The connection between the two terms is unmistakable. 
It is less easy to determine the exact relation between them. 

To begin with the morphological problems, the primitive 
forms just mentioned are not retained everywhere. The original 
formations — a masculine —o-stem contrasting with a feminine 
—-4Z-stem — seem to be best preserved in Indian and Slavic, to a 
lesser extent in Latin where the feminine has become an ií-stem 
since the z-stems were generally eliminated. The Greek form 
ought to be *éxpóc?, or *éxpÜc, gen. *éxpboc, etc. The attested 
form £xup& shows two changes: morphologically, it is adjusted 
to the frequent pattern contrasting masc. —oc and fem. —&; pho- 
netically, the internal vowel of the masculine is introduced. In 
all probability, the two steps were only one: Éxup& was formed 
in its entirety as the feminine counterpart of the masculine Éxupóc. 
The only surviving feature of the old feminine is, or rather may 
be, its accent. As is shown by the Vedic and Germanic forms 
(OHG swehur presupposes *swé£ur—), the IE form of the masculine 
was *swéburos?; the same languages show (OHG swigar, OEngl. 
sweger presuppose *swe£rz-) that the feminine was *swekriis. The 
new feminine $xup& may therefore continue the accent of the old 
*éxpUc, provided that the two formations co-existed for a time so 
that *éxpUc could influence the expected form *éxópa, and the new 
xup changed *Éxupoc to éxupóc. We must not overlook however 
that a large group of kinship terms shows final accent: um*pəutóç, 
yauBedc, &vejióc, &ðerg(e)ós, so that *Éxupoc could change to éxupóc 
under their influence, and the new éxvpé would naturally follow suit’. 


t For the data, see Walde-Pokorny, II, 521; Walde-Hofmann, II, 550f.; 
Frisk, GEW, I, 478 f. 

? Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 305. 

3 Burrow is alone in regarding éxopóc as showing a more original accent 
than sudiura- (The Sanskrit Language, 1955, 148). The agreement between 
Germanic and Indian certainly guarantees the Indo-European date of the ac- 
cents in question. 

4 There seems to be no evidence for Meillet's assertion (« MSL », 8, 1894, 
238) that the accentuation éxupóg is of Alexandrian date. It is also clear that 
éxupóg cannot owe its accent to mevOepdc since the latter should, according 
to Wheeler’s law, appear as *mev0fpoc so that mevOepd¢ itself needs the sup- 
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Thus, apart perhaps from its accent, éxvọ& shows the over- 
whelming pressure of the masculine form. The same is shown by 
Gothic swathra ‘father-in-law’ and swazhro ‘mother-in-law’. The 
nasal stems (*swathran—|*swathrén—) reveal the frequent trans- 
formation found in the Germanic languages and the underlying 
feminine *swekrá- (cf. Lat. Zingua, Old Lat. dingua from IE 
*dughwa with Goth. tuggōn—) quite clearly shows the replacement 
of the inherited —- stem by an —d-stem, which was the more 
regular counterpart of an o-stem, Germanic —a-stem. The —4-— 
in the feminine also shows the influence of the masculine — contrast 
OHG swehkur: swigar — so that the only possible trace of the old 
feminine form is in the sequence ~/v— instead of —#zz— in the ma- 
sculine. But in view of the syncope-phenomena discussed it is 
quite possible that the original *swehuran— was syncopated to 
*swehran— without any help from the feminine swejrón-'. 

There are however languages in which the masculine seems 
to have been subjected to the pressure of the feminine. Thus Arme- 
nian skesrayr 'father-in-law ' is derived from *sZeswr-ayr ‘ man, 
husband of the mother-in-law’; Welsh chwegrwn ' father-in-law ' 
seems to be based on chwegr ‘ mother-in-law’, and even Slav *sve£rs 
appears to be adjusted to the feminine svekry. These data have 
been used not only to prove the importance of the ' mother-in- 
law’ within the Indo-European family? but also to support the 
suggestion that even the Indo-European name of the ' father-in- 
law’ was based on that of the ‘ mother-in-law'?, that *swekuros 
is a dissimilated *swekruros, a derivative of *swweErz- 4. 


port of other oxytone nouns, see R. Günther at Brugmann-Thumb, Griech. 
Gram*, 675 ad 181. See also Risch, Widg., 11; Schwyzer, GG, I, 381. 

* Schulze's *swekris > G. swaihro > swaihra (« KZ», 40, 1907, 401) is 
inadequate. The refashioned *swekvdn— is also found in ONorse svēra, so that 
East and North Germanic (of the traditional division) once again jointly op- 
pose the West where the enlarged forms are unknown. Walde-Hofmann (II, 
551) wrongly trace svēra to *swahrion-. 

?^ Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.*, 631. 

3 Most recently, Frisk, GEW, I, 479. 

^ The derivation was suggested by Bonfante, «SIFC », 7, 1929, 217, 
and, independently it would seem, by Specht, « KZ», 65, 1938, 193, who is 
followed by Mezger, « AJPh », 65, 1944, 170. 
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It is however questionable whether these data can prove 
the ‘importance’ of the ‘mother-in-law’ from the linguistic 
point of view — from the point of view of the bride entering her 
husband's family she was no doubt as powerful a personage in 
Indo-European society as she was nearer home until recently — 
even for the historical periods to which the terms mentioned refer, 
let alone for Indo-European. 

Far from being ‘the clearest evidence’, Armenian skesrayr in 
fact militates against the alleged linguistic supremacy of the mother- 
in-law. If one thing is certain, it is that the word for ‘mother-in- 
law’, skesur, shows in its z the influence of the 'fater-in-law': the 
descendant of IE *swe£rzs underwent the influence of *swekuros. 
It is therefore worth considering whether the relation of s£esrayr 
to skesur is really to be interpreted in terms of social importance 
rather than as a simple case of linguistic ' distress’, the purely 
linguistic development having led to forms which were identical 
for both in-laws and thus cried out for a new solution. What was 
then the expected development in Armenian of the Indo-European 
antecedents? The feminine sZeszz shows a rather strange initial 
group when compared with the inherited *swekras. Since the normal 
development of initial IE sw- is well attested * by Arm. khoyr 
‘sister’ from *swesór (Lat. soror), khun ‘sleep’ from *swopnos 
(Lat. somnus), khirtn ‘sweat’ from *swidr— (Gk. idpac), we would 
expect *khesr, not *skesur. It is therefore usually suggested that, 
since Armenian s- normally represents IE kw-, skesur derives 
from *kwekurd, a form assimilated from *swekurd?. But this 
assimilation would be rather strange. The assimilation seen in 
Skt. foafura- from *svasura, or Lithu. Ssesuras from *sesuras is 
simple: the sibilant s is assimilated to a slightly different shibilant. 
But in Armenian s was aspirated before the development of IE 
Ë to $ — otherwise this, too, would have been aspirated — so 
that the necessary sequence would not have arisen in this form. 
Hence the way out to push the assimilation back to the stage 
*swekurd, with an unheard of assimilation of *sw—k to *kw—k. 
But even if the assimilation were acceptable, it would still not 


r See Meillet, Esquisse, 51. 
2 Hübschmann, Armenischke Grammatik, 1, 1897, 491. 
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account for the final form. The assumption that IE *kw- developed 
into Arm. *s£- is based on the single word skund ‘ puppy’, 
allegedly from IE *kwont-, a derivative of *Zwon- | kun- in xbov, 
xuvóç etc. But a much more trustworthy representative of IE *kw- 
has been identified in Arm. sux 'dog'', more trustworthy not 
only because ‘dog’ is usually a more conservative term than 
' puppy ' but chiefly because the development kw > $£ is supported 
by other cases?; as for skund, once we free ourselves from the 
strange idea that sé cannot represent an IE *s# 3, a more satisfac- 
tory connection is offered by Gk. oxdyvoc, e.g. *shum—to— or sim. 

Some of the difficulties just discussed are avoided if we assume 
that IE s was still preserved when k had already advanced to a 
sibilant stage, say ss, so that the development was: 


*swekurad > *swessur- > *sswess- *. 


But the assumption that, in ssw—, w would develop into a 'guttu- 
ral’ is quite extraordinary from the point of view of phonetics?. 
That w should be velarized to gw and this should delabialize to g 
is well attested in other languages and causes no surprise in Arme- 
nian. But the point is that g does not proceed to unvoice to &. 
Nor is the velarized development to be assumed for any position 
other than initial prevocalic and internal intervocalic 5. In conso- 
nant clusters such as sw, tw, dw, it was not w that became g and 
then £7 but, for instance, Zeg, dw were replaced by $w, gw which 


* Osthoff, Etymologische Parerga, 1, 1901, 232 f., noticed by Meillet, Æs- 
guisse*, 30; and earlier Hübschmann, Armenische Grammatik, Y, 1897, 480. 

2 I hope to discuss this problem elsewhere. Meillet’s view that zë is the 
development is accepted by Pisani, « Ricerche Linguistiche >, 2, 1951, 52 f., 
although he combines this with the assumption (« Ricerche Linguistiche », 
I, 1950, 170 f.) that ¥ is also regular. 

3 Meillet, Esquisse, 32 f. See also Pisani, < Ricerche Linguistiche », 1, 
1950, 171 f., 186. Add. i 

* Pisani, « Ricerche Linguistiche », 2, 1951, 53 f. 

5 Meillet, Esguésse?, 50; Pisani, 1. c. 

6 Meillet strangely asserts (l. c.) that in £ogz, Zaygr, loganam w was before 
y, z, n; it manifestly was not in two cases, and Zaygr, as is known, is from *dai- 
wer. See also Pisani, « Ricerche Linguistiche», 1, 1950, 185; 2, 1951, 622. 

7 Are we really to imagine that dw became dg(w) and then #2 > A(z)? 
Meillet's discussion seems to me strangely innocent of phonetic considerations; 
note especially the interpretation of dw- > er£-, which Pisani rightly rejects 
(l. c., 55). Add. 
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then took part in the Armenian Lautverschiebung and became, 
after loss of the labialization, £4, £, while the change w > 
gw >> g occurred later. Similarly, in a cluster ssw- there would 
only be a loss of labialization but no development, via sg, to sZ. 

The development of initial *szoe— to ##— obviously went through 
xw > kh(w). The expected form of IE *swekuros is therefore 
*khesur, not *s£esur. It is clear that somewhere along the line 
the word was deflected from the normal development. Since så 
need not reflect an IE sk, we may consider alternative sources such 
as stw (cf. oskr ‘ bone’ from *oszwer?) or *skw. But if *skwekuros 
is a satisfactory antecedent of *skesur then this would seem 
assimilated from *swekuros at the stage when its velar was still 
just a strongly palatalized k: *swek- became *skwek'— and even- 
tually *skes—. It is however possible that the assimilated form 
*skwekuros was then dissimilated to *stwekuros which then re- 
gularly gave *sķesur 2. 

To return to the most ‘important’ feature, the semantic 
implications of the word for ' father-in-law ', allegedly describing 
him as ‘ the husband of the mother-in-law’. As we have pointed 
out above, the very form of the word for 'mother-in-law' shows 
the supremacy of the ‘father-in-law’: only the —z- of the 
latter can account for the innovation in the former, a develop- 
ment that is paralleled by Gk. xup. But whereas, in Greek, 
the vowel-system, and with it the declensional distinctions, are 
on the whole stable, in Armenian the wholesale loss of final 
syllables naturally led to an intolerable situation: both *swekuros 
and *swekurd, remodelled from *swekrūs, led to Arm. skesur. 
Although in the oblique cases there would have been inflectional 
differences (e.g. instr. sg. s&esrov and skesraw), in the nom- 
voc-acc. there was no difference at all. It can be seen therefore 
that a change was imperative but the necessity arose not out of 


* Meillet, Esguzsse^, 51; Pisani, l. c., 54, 62. 

? The assumption of this development would be necessary if we accepted 
the view that *s£'"(e), and then probably also *s&w(e), developed into ç (Pisani, 
« Ricerche Linguistiche >, 1, 1950, 171 f.). A further possibility, less attractive 
to my mind, would be to assume that *swekuros developed into *khkesur which 
then changed, by assimilation to the internal s, to *skhesur, eventually skesur. 
The attested variant esur seems a (dissimilatory?) reduction of skesur. 
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special social conditions but out of a special linguistic situation, 
a case of homonymie fácheuse. 

The solution lay along the lines indicated by the wealth of 
evidence known from the studies of Gilliéron and others. But itis 
worth pointing out that the usual interpretation of the new coinage, 
the analysis of the innovated skesrayr as ‘the husband of the 
mother-in-law ' is by no means cogent. It is well known that Z 
is an extremely unstable sound in Armenian and, as in cockney- 
English, is apt to drop out where it is ‘needed’ and appear where 
it has no business to be. In Armenian, initial Z— often appears 
without any historical justification; well known examples are 
haw ‘ grandfather ', aw ‘ bird’, kan ‘ grandmother’, hotm ‘ wind’, 
hot ‘smell’, hoviw ‘ shepherd’, kum ‘raw’, as against Lat. avus, 
avis, anus, Gk. &veuoc, Lat. odor, IE *owi-pa, Gk. ®ud¢?. In some 
cases, one and the same word can appear with and without 4-: 
hogi or og? 'spirit' ^. But in compounds, a second member regu- 
larly loses its initial Æ after the last consonant of the first member: 
het—(h)et ° torrent’, hec-(h)ec-em * I moan’, jern—(h)at ‘ whose hand 
is cut off’, phot-(h)ar ‘trumpeter’, nayim ‘I look’ from x(z)- 
(A)ayim, etc. 3 

It is therefore clear that skesrayr may just as easily represent 
s&esr-hayr, a compound, not of skesur(a) and ayr, but of *skesur 
‘father-in-law’ and Sos ‘father’. In other words, the com- 
pound does not designate the ' husband of the mother-in law ', 
but is a linguistic remedy of the uneasiness at the increasing 
difficulty of keeping ‘ father-in-law’ and ‘mother-in-law’ apart, 
an uneasiness that was overcome by adding to the ambiguous 
skesur the clarifying word Bous. 

A telling parallel of this development is provided by German 
Schwiegermutter, and not, as is often repeated, by Schwiegervater. 
To be sure, the latter is based on the former, but not in the sense 
that Schwiegervater is formed from Schwieger; Schwieger-vater could 
only have meant ‘ the father of the mother-in-law’ which is no 
way of describing the person in question. Schwiegervater came 
into being, indeed became possible, only when Schwiegermutter 


t Meillet, Esquisse, 38 and (on hoviw) 31. Add. 
2 lbid. 38. 
3 lbid. 38 and 131. 
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had been in use so long that its true compositional character had 
been obscured, when, on account of the independent Schwieger 
(= ' mother-in-law’) having passed out of use, the compound 
Schwiegermutter could only be analysed by the speakers as con- 
taining a clear element -mutter ‘mother’, modified by a word 
which distinguished her from one's true mother. At that point 
not only Schwiegervater became possible as the direct antithesis 
of Schwiegermutter, but other terms such as Schwiegertochter 
' daughter-in-law ' and, in its wake, Schwiegersohn ‘ son-in-law '. 
The pivotal term of this system, Schwiegermutter, is simply the 
juxtaposition of Schwieger and Mutter. But it is interesting to 
observe that this is paralleled by, and of the same date as, Schwäher- 
vater, first found in the early 17th century, whereas the former 
is attested in 1593'. And it will be clear now that the really striking 
parallel to the Armenian term is afforded by Schwähervater: in 
both cases ' father’ is added, originally at any rate, as a honorific 
term ?, but later becomes indispensable because the basic term 
has some inherent defects š. 

Even less convincing are the other examples usually quoted 
to show that the term for ‘ father-in-law’ was built on that for 
‘mother-in-law’. Thus W. chwegrwx ‘father-in-law’ is generally 
regarded as being derived from the feminine chwegr ‘mother-in- 
law '*. In other words, cwegrwn is from *swe£rü-no-, derived 


* See for the quotations, J. & W. Grimm, Deutsches Worterbuch, IX, 
1899, 2181, 2614; Kluge-Mitzka, Etymol. Wörterbuch der deutschen Sprache, 
195777, 693 f.; F. Debus, Die deutschen Bezeichnungen fiir die Hetratsverwandt- 
schaft, 1958, 70, 78. : 

? I regard these terms as of the same kind as the Late Middle High Ger- 
man Schwiegerfrau, Schwiegerherr (F. Debus, o. c., 69 f), while Debus is inclined 
to regard them as a blend of, e.g., Schwieger and Mutter, used by the daughter- 
in-law and the son respectively (p. 71). At the same time the second term can 
serve the purpose of clarifying the obsolescent first term (type Maul—-tier, Wal- 
fisch, Auer-ochs), see H. Paul-H. Stolte, Kurze deutsche Grammatik, 1981?, 439 
Anm. 6; W. Henzen, Deutsche Wortbildung, 1947, 64; Debus o. c., 70. 

3 I cannot check how far the inflection of skesrayr is attested in the early 
texts. But I should point out that (Z)ayr and ayr were identical in the nom- 
acc. sg. and pl., so that once the Z was lost in the compound the second member 
became identical with zyz and could follow its inflexion even in the cases where 
it diverged from those of Aayr (arn, arné, aramb; aranc, arambkh). 

4 Cf. Pedersen, Vergleichende Grammatik der keltischen Sprachen, 1l, 1913, 
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with the suffix —zo— from the feminine *swekri— which replaced 
the inherited *swekr#—. But all that is warranted by the evidence 
is that the inherited *swekuro- was brought nearer to the feminine 
by changing to *swekro-, and when the weakening and loss of 
final vowels, and with it the elimination of declensions, endangered 
the distinction of the two terms, the masculine sought a way out 
by suffixation. The first part of the process is paralleled by Gothic 
*swehr—an—, reformed from *swehuran~-, and does not warrant 
the assumption of a total re-creation on the basis of the feminine 
*swekru-. lt seems however possible that an original *swekurono-, 
or *swekrono— was modified to *swekruno- under the influence 
of the feminine. 

Similarly, the change of Slavic *svekers to "sve£ro, if real, 
would show a simple approximation of the two terms but not 
the creation of a new svekrs after the feminine svekry. But since 
the masculine is not attested before the 14th century, and then 
only in the Russian Church Slavonic form sve£ors (> modern 
suéEor), which, together with the forms of the other Slavic languages, 
may go back to *sve£wre, there is no reason for assuming *svekro, 
especially as the genetically and geographically nearest groups 
have the internal z, cf. Lithu. SJésuras and Gmc. *swehuras?. 

It appears then that the alleged importance of the term for 
‘mother-in-law’ cannot be validated by the linguistic evidence 
usually adduced. On the contrary, the 'clearest' piece of evid- 
ence, Arm. s£esrayr, contains skesur which was remodelled from 


57 (:« von dem entsprechenden Fem. abgeleitet »); Walde-Hofmann, II, 551; 
Pokorny, 1044; Frisk, GEW, I, 479. 

* Welsh chwegr continues *swe£rüs (cf. Lat. socrits), and not *swekris, 
since this would, by final z-affection, have yielded *chwygr, see Jackson, Lan- 
guage and History in Early Britain, 1953, 581. 

? Trubačev reverses normal procedure when he asserts (/storija slavjan- 
skix terminov rodstva, Moscow 1959, 119) that there is not sufficient evidence 
for assuming Slavic *sve&ers. The fact is that the languages that give any evid- 
ence at all show —-, including Baltic and Germanic. Therefore, even if we 
had an early Slavic *sve#rs, we would have to assume that Slavic innovated 
by early elimination of ——-. But there is no Slavic form earlier than the 14th 
century, and I do not know on what evidence Trubatev assumes a « staro-sl. 
svekro». I note here that *svekers is assumed by Trautmann (Baltisch-Slavi- 
sches Wörterbuch, 1923, 295) and Machek (Etymologický slovník jazyka českého 
a slovenského, 1957, 487). 
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the masculine. There is however undeniable evidence that the 
salient difference between masculine and feminine, the presence 
or absence of z, was sometimes eliminated by omitting the z, 
though it seems impossible to decide whether this was due to the 
influence of the feminine alone, or was at least supported by pho- 
netic tendencies. 

However, this only means that there is no linguistic evidence 
in support of the derivation of *swekuros from *swekruros, a deri- 
vative of *swekris. But a decision about the merits of the hypo- 
thesis requires a more detailed discussion of the morphological 
processes involved, which in their turn are tied up with certain 
phonological problems. 

The Slavic forms sve£oro and sve£ry have always been difficult. 
All the satem languages point to a so-called palatal (s or $), only 
Slavic has a velar. Since this is not the only instance in which 
the Slavic reflex of an Indo-European palatal is anomalous, Meillet 
applied his dissimilation-law to this case, too: the normal develop- 
ment of *swekris, Slavic *swesry, was dissimilated to svekry’. 
But in view of the many instances in which the sequence of sibi- 
lants survives without any change this explanation cannot be 
accepted?. It has therefore been suggested recently that the devi- 
ation is not phonological but due to interference from another word: 
the regular development, *swesry, was associated with the word 
kry ‘blood’, often used to express kinship, and thus replaced by 
sve&ry?. This explanation seems attractive, especially as the words 
share the ending — and belong to the same declensional class. 
Nevertheless one would like to know why the change should have 
been necessary and also wish to reduce the gap between *swesry 
and ry. Now if the form *swesry did exist, it was bound to lead 
to homonymic clash with *swesr- ‘sister’, particularly if 'father- 
in-law’ also appeared as *swesvos, coinciding with several case- 
forms of *swesr- (*swesros, *swesre, *swesrom). This however 


* Meillet-Vaillant, Le Slave Commun, 1934”, 27 f£. See also Schulze, « KZ », 
40, 1907, 4005. Meillet's view is upheld by Frankel, « KZ», 70, 1952, 130 f. 

2 See Trubacev, o. c., 121; Georgiev, /ssledovanija po sravnitel’no-tstort- 
ceskomu jazykoznaniju, Moscow 1958, 35. 

3 Isatenko, «Slavia», 22, 1953, 65 fn. 56; accepted by Trubaécev, o. c., 
120 f. 
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was remedied by reducing ‘sister’ to *sesr-, so that *swesry; 
*swesros could survive intact, and *swesry develop into *swestry, 
since —- is inserted in the cluster sz even when s derives from an 
old palatal, cf. ostra ‘sharp’ from *a£ros (Gk. Xxpóc). In this 
form the sequence *swesty— could be dissimilated to *swetr— as is 
shown by Lusatian sozrjemc 'sister's son’. It is only at the stage 
*swetry that an influence from ry becomes a real possibility, 
leading to svekry and a corresponding sveZ(»)ro. 

But attempts to explain the deviation phonologically have 
not ceased completely. Thus Machek thinks that Z instead of s 
is regular before, indeed due to, z + dark vowel; hence svekry, 
and after it also *svekero*. Georgiev goes even so far as to say 
that the velar of Slavic is normal (£ before rZ in *swe£rzs, and ro 
in *swe£ros) while the palatal of the other languages represents 
the palatalized form regular in a lost *swekwer— or case-forms of 
a masculine *swekru— such as dat. *swekrew—e7z, etc. 2: he does not 
however attempt to explain how *scwe£rzs is to be reconciled with 
*swekwer— or, if *swekru— is the basic form how we can have 
*swekuros as the Indo-European form. The late André Vaillant 
also thought that the difference between Slavic & and s/s of the 
other satem languages was of Indo-European date and tried to 
explain it by assuming that the basic *swekuro— gave a feminine 
*swekburü- which in the inflected forms, e.g. gen. *swekurw-os, 
resulted in *swek”rw—; the variation between £z and Z" later 
resulted in ku] Es so that the Balto-Slav forms were *s(w)esuras 
and fem. *swekrū—, which in Slavic was levelled to sve£srse | svekry 3. 
Ingenious though this explanation be, it is impossible to see how 
*swe£"rw-, the source of the labiovelar, could ever come into 
being. If the feminine started as *swekuriis, its oblique cases 
were, e.g., gen. *swekuruwos, dat. *swekuruwet, which could, in 
fact had to, lead to *swekurw-os, etc., but never to *swek*ysw-. 

One thing however is sufficiently clear. In view of the fact 
that Lithuanian has the form Sesuras, from earlier *s(w)esuras, 
with a regularly palatalized £ < k, we must assume, for reasons 
of linguistic geography, that Slavic also had the form *svesers 


* Machek, Etymologický slovník, 487. 
2 Georgiev, /ssledovanija, 44, and on the palatalization in Awe kre, p. 45 f. 
3 Vaillant, Grammaire comparée des langues slaves, I, 1950, 36. 
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at one time. It is less certain though still possible that the feminine, 
IE *swekrūs, developed into Slavic *svekry which then led to the 
re-formation of the masculine as *sve£ers?. If however Slavic 
followed the development seen in the Aryan group, i.e. had the 
feminine *swesry, later *swestry, then only the dissimilation 
outlined above, that is the reduction to *swetry, could account 
for the emergence of the eventual form svekry. 

But we must turn now to the morphological problem posed 
by the IE feminine *swe£rzs: what is its relation to the masculine 
*swekuros, how is it that we find a feminine in —- when the ma- 
sculine is an —o-stem? One of the earliest explanations was, it 
would seem, advanced by Wackernagel who regarded ru as 
arisen by metathesis from wr: the masc. *swekwrós gave fem. 
*swe£uri which in the vocative *swé£urü was transformed to 
*swékrua and, with contraction, to *scoé&rz, so that the genitive 
*swekuras now also became *sewe£ruás and the new forms produced 
the nom. *swe£rüs?. But the metathesis is unjustifiable and the 
suggestion was later rejected by Wackernagel himself 3 Kretsch- 
mer, on the other hand, concluded * from the fem. *swe£rzs that 
the old masculine must have been *swekriis which appears partly 
as *swekros°, partly as *swekuros, the latter ‘ obviously’ from 
*swekruos. But neither is the metathesis assumed acceptable 


* This seems to be Pisani's view, « AGI », 46, 1961, 1774. 

2 Wackernagel, « KZ >, 28, 1887, 136 = KSchr., 618; also E. Leumann, 
« KZ », 32, 1893, 307. 

3 Wackernagel-Debrunner, AzGr., III, 348 (where the reference to «KZ», 
28, 139 is erroneous). In a slightly different form this view was held by Meillet, 
Introduction®, 286. 

^ Kretschmer, « KZ », 31, 1892, 446 f. 

s Kretschmer thought that *swekros was represented not only by Slav. 
svekre, Gothic swaihra, but even by OHG swager < *swée£ro- and Lat. socer 
since (4467) *swe£uros, as shown by satur(os) and vo/fur(os), could only give 
*socur. It is perfectly true that *swekuros could only result in *socur but the 
other cases in which z was in an open syllable gave socer— and the nominative 
socer generalizes this form, supported by the other kinship-terms. Cf. Persson, 
«IF », 26, 1909, 63; « Glotta >, 6, 1914, 87; Leumann-Hofmann, 81. 

6 In spite of Trubatev who argues (Zszorija slavjanskbix terminov rodstva, 
1959, 121) for —zos > —kuros on the grounds that interversion of w and x» 
is frequent, though previously he labelled the process as epenthesis. But, apart 
from the fact that the basic form with —z#o— is impossible (see also Specht, < KZ », 
65, 1938, 193) since the syllabication would demand *swesruwos, epenthesis 
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nor is the form *swe£ruos possible since from *swekru— we could 
only have *swekruw-o-s; moreover, the formation would still 
remain unjustified and the change from *swekris to *swekros is 
also unaccounted for. 

Since there seem to be cases in which original wr developed 
into zz (cf. *&"etwr—- ~ *£"etru—), the difficulties of a metathesis 
could be circumvented by postulating an alternation *swekwy—/ 
*swekru-; in addition to these variants representing the precon- 
sonantal nil-grade form of *swekwer—, a third, prevocalic, form 
would be expected as *swe£ur-'. This is certainly possible within 
the framework of the usual ablaut-variations. But the chances 
of a primitive *swekwer— are diminished rather than enhanced by 
the usual reference to *daiwer— ' husband's brother’. Since 
*daiwer— always remained a consonantal stem, obviously because 
it formed a compact group with the other kinship terms, all —— 
stems (*pater—, *máter-, *bhrüter-, *swesor—), it would be impos- 
sible to understand why an original *swekwer—, which so neatly 
fitted into this group, should ever have changed to an -o-stem. 
More important still is the fact that the assumed primitive form 
*swekwer— does not help to elucidate the feminine *swe£rzs. Even 
if one is prepared to grant that *swekwy— could become *swekru-, 
this still is a far cry from "*swe£rzs, an —-stem. The gap could 
be bridged only by assuming that the primitive inflection nom. 
*swékwer—s, acc. *swékwer—(o)m, gen. *swékwer-os, dat. *swékwer—ez, 
nom. pl. *swékwer-es, acc. *swébwer-(o)ws, gen. *swékwer-öm, 
instr-abl-dat. *swékwer—bh-., loc. *swékwer—su, became *swéwzr? 


is ruled out by the frequency and stability of the Indo-European cluster $r 
both in initial and in internal position. And if he means Grammont's « inter- 
version par pénétration > (Traité de phonétique, 19565, 244 f.), he failed to notice 
that Grammont discusses wr > zz ru, not ru > ur. It is also rather disturbing 
to find xoven from xopF« quoted as a parallel (p. 122) as if den represented 
&oure with an epenthetic z, and not £éré from £órz. 

* See, e.g., E. Leumann, « KZ», 32, 1893, 307; Brugmann, Grundriss, 
I°, 261'; Walde-Pokorny, II, 522; Wackernagel(-Debrunner), 442Gr., I, 206, IIT, 
348. Burrow also assumes (Zhe Sanskrit Language, 1955, 148) that ivaiura- 
has —#r—, the weak form of —var—. 

2 See, for the present, Szemerényi, Trends and tasks in comparative philo- 
logy, 1962, 12 f. and 21 fn. II. 
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*swékur—m, *swékur-os, *swékur—-ei, *swékur—es, *swékur—-ns' 
*swékur-öm, *swékru—-bhis, *swékru-su, and, on the basis of the 
variant *swekru-, a fully fledged —#-—stem masculine *swekru— 
was constituted which then gave rise to a feminine *swe£rz-. But 
it is enough to spell out the consequences of the assumption to 
demonstrate its impossibility. The stem-form *swekru—, legiti- 
mate, if at all, only in the plural dat-abl-instr-loc., could not 
possibly oust the stem *swekwer— or *swekur—. The plain fact 
is that the terms in question are used in the singular, naturally, 
since the reference can only be to one ‘ father-in-law ’ (or ‘ mother- 
in-law °). The plural can only be expected in a more sophisticated 
age when general statements, e.g. ' mothers-in-law are nice persons 
(or wicked creatures)’, become possible. It is not a mere accident 
that in Homer éxupóg and éxvp& (or for that matter 7evÜepóc) 
never appear in the plural. There is only one of them. In contrast 
to these words, the plural yxpßpot is quite common and naturally 
associated with matdec, viéec, xactyvytor, Again, in the Rigveda, 
fodfura- and fvaíruü- are only found in the singular. It is signi- 
ficant that Xoáfura- on the one occasion when it is used in the 
plural? describes the two in-laws and not two fathers-in-law. In 
view of this restriction on the number, it is quite clear that a stem- 
form *swe£ru- could not prevail over *swekwer— or *swekur-, 
the only forms possible in the singular and the greater part of the 
plural. The required basis of *swe£rzs could never have come 
into being along this line. 

It would be much easier to account for *swekra— if we could 
assume that w7 developed into zz in the same way as did wy into 
ru. For in that case we might assume that the feminine of *swekewer— 
based on the weak form *swekwy—, and formed with the feminine 
suffix —2, was *swekwra—-, i.e. *swekw7y—, and this developed into 
*swekrü-. But here again the development could only have taken 
place in the dat-abl-instr-loc. plural, say in a form like *swekwrbhis, 
since only in these cases would *swe£wy- have appeared before 


t The acc. sg. and nom. pl. could perhaps have remained *swékwerm and 
*swékwer es. f 

2 RV, 10, 95, 12. Note that here démpazz ‘ husband and wife’ contrasts 
with svásuresu ‘father and mother-in-law ’. 


Further Greek syncopes and cases, etc. 305 


consonants '. It is not without significance that Brugmann thought 
that *swekra- was originally legitimate in such forms only as 
Skt. fvafrübhis?. But, as we have pointed out above, this form 
could hardly have been in use, and in any case, the singular and 
the majority of the plural would have retained *swekw7—. Besides, 
the very foundation of this assumption must be abandoned now, 
the assumption that w7—C could develop into »z-C. Although we 
still may have to acknowledge as a rare, and as yet unexplained, 
phenomenon the change of preconsonantal.wy wl to ru lw}, the 


r In actual fact the position would have been much more complex. To 
begin with, in the absence of any known case of an z—stem femininized with 
~a— (-H-), we can only rely on the pattern seen in the -2—- —— —#— stems. Here 
Burrow (The Sanskrit Language, 190 f.) points out that —-, from —e/7;— (or 
—oHa-), contrasts with its full grade with the —— and —Z- stems which are for- 
med from the.nil-grade (z < iH, Z > XH), but agrees with neuter stems in 
~es—er, etc. Accordingly, from *swekwer— we should expect *swekwer—H— which 
would give either preconsonantal *swekwér- or prevocalic *swekwer— (with H 
lost). But even if one assumes that the feminine was based on *swe£wr- and 
thus matched the —Z and —Z-— stems, we are still a long way from the postu- 
lated general stem *swehw7-— (from *swe&wr-/-). For as is shown by, eg., 
the —- stems, the genitive would be either *swehwr—H-os (cf. vrkiyas 
< *wlk”i-H-os) or *swekwr—ds (cf. devyds < *deiwiy-às < *deiwi-eHz-s), i.e. 
either *swekwrros or *swekwrrds. The stem form *swe&orr- — from which 
there is no way to *swekri— | *swekruw-—— would appear in all cases where the 
ending has an initial vowel. The nom-acc. sg. remain doubtful. 4A straight 
transposition into Indo-European of urkis/urkiyam and devi | devim would lead 
to postulating *swe&wr-H-s |*swekwr-H—m or *swekwrH | *swekw1Hm, i.e. later 
*swekuirs| *swekwrrm or *swekwr | *swekwrm. Of these, only thevrZzs-type nom. 
*swekwirs and the devz-type acc. *swekwrm would show the required position 
of wr before a consonant. But since *swekris is of the vrkis-type, only the nom. 
*swekwys can be admitted, the acc. would have been *swekwrry which would 
have shared the stem-form *swekwyrr~ with all the cases of the singular and 
half the plural. And here a further difficulty arises: the nominative of the 
vrkis—type originally also ended in —Z, without —s (Wackernagel-Debrunner, 
AiGr., III, 171; Burrow, o. c., 229). For this means that there was no form in 
the singular in which *swekw7 could have appeared before a consonant. Finally, 
it is worth pointing out that an -stem *swekwer— would in all probability 
have formed a fem. *swekwert (> *swekuri?). 

2 Brugmann, Grundriss, Y", 261, followed by Preobraženskij, EZi»ologice- 
skij Slovar? russkogo jazyka, Il, 1910-14, 257. 

3 Cf. Brugmann, Grundriss, Y", 260 f.; Hirt, Indogermanische Grammatik, 
II, 1921, 93 f.; Meillet, Jtroduction®, 134. 
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evidence for a similar change of wr wf to rū /z has long since 
evaporated *. Old Norse prZór ‘ strength’ is no longer traced to 
*twrt— (> *trut-), but to *zréw— ‘prosper’?. Lithuanian Z/Z$oti 
‘kneel’ is not from *hw/p- (> *klūp-) but secondary lenghtening 
from *£/4,5-?. MHG rate «Viereck» is not from *hriita (< IE 
*b"trüld < *k”twřtã) but identical with rate ‘rue’, borrowed 
fron Lat. rata*. Thus only Skt. rzpa- ‘shape’ is left; its 
connection, via *wypa—, with várpas- ‘assumed shape, phantom; 
deceit' would, if correct, show a peculiar Indian development 5, 
certainly not an Indo-European change. 

Fom an -r-stem *swekwer— there is therefore no way to a 
feminine *swe&rZ-, at least none if only the normal formations 
are allowed. It is certainly quite useless to point to the abstract 
possibility that —— may be an ablaut-variant of du° in m&Tpoc 
when neither «&vpoc nor whtpœs has such a variant in the 
inflection 7. 

On the other hand, nothing is gained by giving up in despair 
and trying to reverse the sequence. As noticed already, in recent 
times several scholars have attempted to get out of this impasse 
by interpreting the masculine *swekuros as a derivative of the 
feminine *swekris ?, although it is admitted that for the husband's 


* The ‘evidence’ to be discussed is given by Brugmann, 1. c., but Hirt 
seems to ignore it altogether. 

2 See Walde-Pokorny, I, 754; Pokorny, 1095; J. de Vries, Altnordisches 
etym. Wb., 1961, 623 s.v. 2róast. 

3 Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 303. Cf. Mottausch, « KZ», 77, 1961, 129 f. 

^ Kluge-Mitzka, Etym. Wb. der deutschen Sprache, 195777, 587 f. s.v. Raute. 
In this case the length in *Z"7w;z also remained unexplained. 

5 Cf. Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4zGr., II, 2, 744; I Nachtrdge 113 and 
206, 40 f.,. where Mayrhofer's derivation of 7Z$a— from (v)uxfa- is quoted with 
disapproval. See also Ghosh (Les formations nominales et verbales en p du san- 
skrite, 1933, 27) on the uniqueness of the phonetic change assumed and on al- 
ternative possibilities. 

© Sommer, «IF », 36, 1915, 198?; Bonfante, « SIFC », 7, 1929, 217, 222. 
I shall show elsewhere that -wç comes from a different source altogether. 

7 Sommer of course preferred the alternative explanation, that *swekrd— 
is from *swe£wr- but without attempting to explain how the r arose in this 
form. 

8 Bonfante, « SIFC », 7, 1929, 217; Specht « KZ », 65, 1938, 193; Mezger, 
«AT Ph», 65, 1944, 170; Pokorny, 1043; Frisk, GEW ,1, 479. In fairness to Specht, 
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designation to be derived from that of the wife would have been 
extraordinary in Indo-European word-formation?. It could only 
be accepted if it could be substantiated that both terms were 
coined by the bride who obviously was in much closer contact 
with her mother-in-law so that she first formed a name for her, 
and, from it, one for her father-in-law *. But the linguistic evidence 
for the alleged supremacy of the mother-in-law has been shown 
above to be non-existent 3, so that there is no basis for the assump- 
tion — quite apart from the fact that the daughter-in-law, who 
lived in complete subordination in the new family, can hardly 
be credited with a special terminology. However, the main, and 
decisive reason against the derivation is a simple grammatical 
fact. Derivatives add the suffix to the stem of the base-word, 
whose final vowel may even be lengthened*. Thus, to take only 
the suffix —o- in question, Gk. &yu-póc &pyu-poc, Skt. amAurá- 
'straitened, distressed’, $4msurá- ‘dusty’, on the one hand, 
Gk. ioyU-póc, Skt. dAi-ra- ' wise’, a—íri-ra- ‘ugly’ (Av. sri-ra- 
‘ beautiful ’), r-ra- ' wounded, bloody, cruel’ (= Avest. xrZra- 
= Lat. erzdus) from *kra— in Slavic ryš, on the other, retain 
the stem—vowel of the base-word. But short stem-vowels are often 
lengthened; cf. Lat. mdté-rus from *mdtu—, civi-lis tribu—nus, 
Skt. nabhi-la— (: nabhi—), Lithu. Perki-—nas from *perk’us (> Lat. 


I should note that in his later discussions (« KZ p, 68, 1943, 46; Ursprung, 210, 
226, 238) he advocates a different analysis and so can be presumed to have drop- 
ped his earlier suggestion. 

* Mezger, l. c. 

2 Specht, « KZ», 65, 193; Mezger, «AJPh», 65, 170; < Word», 4, 1948, 
99 (: « the relatives were all designated by the wife »!). 

3 In addition to the discussion above it will be useful to note that Alba- 
nian wjehér ‘ father-in-law, mother-in-law’ also used to be explained on the 
assumption that its —¿— was from —£r— and thus based on the feminine *szwe- 
&rü-. But Jokl showed (Linguistisch-hulturhistorische Untersuchungen aus dem 
Bereiche des Albanischen, 1923, 48 f.) that # can only derive from s and thus 
wjehér, from vjekur-, presupposes *swesuros, assimilated from *swekuros. 

4 Cf. Brugmann, Grundriss, II”, 1, 357 f, 367 f; Leumann-Hofmann, 
219, 223 f.; Schwyzer, GG, I, 482; Wackernagel-Debrunner, Az Gr., II, 2, 856 
f., 862 f.; Kuryłowicz, 4 pophonie, 125 f. 

5 See Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4z Gr., II, 2, 851; Vaillant, Grammaire 
comparée, II, 1, 272; Leumann «Gnomon», 13, 1927, 33. 


308 Further Greek syncopes and cases, etc. 





quercus)', Slavic jeay-ke, etc. Accordingly, from *swe£rZ- we 
should have a derivative *stwebrz-ro-s, and not *swekrii—ro-—s 2. 

The formation of *szee£rZs is fairly clear, at least in the sense 
that its inflection was nom. *swekris, acc. *swekruwm, gen. *swek- 
ruwos, etc., ie. belonged with the ver&-type, not the devi-type. 
This remains true even though objections have been raised. On 
the strength of the existence of two different types of —z-stems 
(Skt. vrkis:devi, gen. vrkiyas ` devyds), some scholars have assumed 
that the same division existed from Indo-European times in the 
Z-stems, too?. But, whereas the existence of the Vedic type 
tana | tanvah ‘body’, corresponding to the wrki—type, is unde- 
niable and found in other languages too, the assumption of a type 
—|-:wás, posited only to match the dev? | devyds type, is unjustifi- 
able, because it runs counter to Indian chronology. It is true 
that in Classical Sanskrit we have the devi-type inflection in, 
e.g., the noun vadhih [ vadhuah ‘wife’, but in Vedic the inflection 
is vadhih | vadhvah, and all unprejudiced observers have drawn 
the conclusion that the Vedic paradigm was transformed into the 
Classical paradigm under the influence of the Zevz-type^. No 
Indianist can accept the view that the Classical type of inflection 
(-zh]|-vék) represents a different, more archaic tradition than 
Vedic5. The external evidence should never have been laboured. 


r See Meid, « Beiträge zur Namenforschung », 8, 1957, 125 f. 

2 Specht, < KZ », 65, 1938, 193, quotes ODC : ót;Upóc but overlooks that 
the latter is a poetic licence of comedy (Aristophanes, Vesp. 1504, 1514; Nub. 
655; Av. 1641; Lys. 948), probably based on the epic comparative ótGupoyvepov 
and superlative é:@0emtatov whose —w— was thought to demand a short v in 
the preceding syllable. In fact, it is the epic —o— that is a licence, paralleled 
by xaxo€ewarepos dvinpwtepov, since v — — v v vo would not have fitted into the 
hexametre and therefore was changed to v — —— wu, see Schulze, Quaest. 
epic., 25; Schwyzer, GG, I, 534 with fn. 12; Chantraine, GH, I, 102, 258. The 
length in ót;upóc is amply attested by óWjopóc, —ov, —. The later short form 
has nothing to do with the difference between &vwpóc and oxipóc (Schulze, 
Quaest. epic., 336?) but is a licence of the same kind as ieyópovepov in the 
proverb replacing (the Euripidean) icybe(v) vAéov. 

3 Schmidt, Pluralbildungen der idg. Neutra, 1889, 56 f.; Pedersen, La 5¢ 
déclinaison latine, 1926, 40 f. 

* Macdonell, Vedic grammar, 1910, 291; Wackernagel-Debrunner, 42G»., 
III, 188 f., II 2, 492; Renou, Grammaire de la langue védique, 1952, 215. 

5 Pedersen, oc, A1. 
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Greek xpécfx and (Hom.) É&ov hardly deserve mention. But 
no less amazing is the use made of the fact that Slavic svekry 
has the stem-form sve£reva- before the consonantal endings of 
the plural, i.e. svekrevami, svekrovame, svekrevaxe. It is hard to 
comprehend how Pedersen could bring himself to believe that 
these forms represented the original state of affairs, while the 
singular, which clearly shows the vy4z-type (gen. sve£rov-e, dat. 
svebrov-i, acc. svekrev-b), is deemed to show a «règle curieuse », 
but «une règle manifestement secondaire»'. The Slavist, who 
is not troubled by any need for a new IE inflectional type*, easily 
sees that the a-forms started from the gen. pl. sve£reve which 
could be interpreted as an a-stem form; the a-forms require 
no more an Indo-European source than the a-stem forms materdm 
materách materami of Old Czech ?. There is therefore no evidence 


* Pedersen, 1. c.; also Meillet-Vaillant, Le slave commun, 19342, 347, 429. 

2 It is interesting that Kuiper who clearly sees that the Sanskrit and 
Slav @-forms are due to innovation (Notes on Vedic noun-—inflexion, 1942, 14, 
17), yet believes (p. 17) in an IE type —]-«weH-s, Skt. -[-vàs (parallel to 
—i/-yds) «on theoretical considerations ». The single piece of evidence for his 
original paradigm, the various forms of the word for ‘ tongue’ in the Avesta 
(p. 15 £), must now be viewed in thelight of Benveniste's interpretation (Asia- 
tica-Festschrift F. Weller, 1954, 30-2; « BSL», 52, 1957, 10): Gathic gen. Azevd, 
instr. pl. Aizubis, are based on a vrki—type hizds | hiz(u)uaA, while other Iranian 
dialects (including the Younger Avesta) reflect an enlarged Zzz(w)e-4 or (Old 
Persian) hiz(u“)v-dn—, the original —— stem is also the basis of Slavic Jezy—£s, 
Lithu. Ziedusis, OPruss. imsuwis (cp. also Vaillant, Grammaire comparée des 
langues slaves, II, 1, 1958, 271 f.), while the ending -wä of other languages 
(OLat. dingua, etc.) contains the femininizing —Z, i.e. -wā < -(uw)yw-à. As to 
Kuiper’s second example (p. 16 fn. 4), Vedic agua ‘a kind of disease’, note 
K. Hoffmann’s analysis af—wd (with suffix —wo-, Festschrift F. Sommer, 1955, 
80-5), but also Bailey’s semantically quite different interpretation (< BSOAS b, 
21, 1958, 536; 23, 1960, 14-6), although Ossetic a22(cz) ‘kernel’ is hardly con- 
nected, see Abajev, Zstoriko-etimologičeskij slovar’ osetinskogo jazyka, Y, 1958, 
54 (from Arabic). 

The Indo-Europeanist should also note that the strict parallelism of 
stems in —- —— —— from —eZ- (or -oH—-) -tH— —&H- rules out the assumption 
of an alternation —Z-[-&- (and even of ——/-y2—-), favoured by, e.g., Meillet, 
Introduction?, 286, and suggests a very different picture of the BESSER of 
these stems as I shall show elsewhere. 

3 See Vondrák, Vergleichende slavische Grammatik, Il, 19287, 43 £.; Vail- 
lant, Grammaire comparée, I1, 1, 264 f. Since the normal type of development 
is indicated by Zz%2b | krovemi | krovoma (agreeing with materomi etc.), we must 
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whatever for the assumption of an Indo-European formation in 
~&—-|-wa- in general: and for any other inflection than *swekriis | 
swekruwos in particular. 

The next problem is raised by the feminine stem *swekra— 
which is not matched by a corresponding masculine z-stem. 
It is not of course the only instance known. In Indian we have, 
in addition to svaśsrů—, Vedic vadhi— ‘bride’, agzá- ‘unmarried 
woman’, and Slavic offers, besides sve£ry, the nouns jetry ‘wife 
of the husband's brother’, xeplody ‘ barren woman’, and others. 
But Sommer demonstrated ? that all these words are secondarily 
adapted to the single leader-word *swe£rzs, a fact that is palpable 
in the case of, e.g., Slavic 7e/ry which derives from the IE »-stem 
*yenater—|*yiiter— (Lat. ianitricés, Gk. elvatepes, etc). Thus the 
elucidation of the origin of the leader-word becomes even more 
urgent. The solution is suggested by the z-stem adjectives which 
are also found to have, under certain circumstances, a feminine 
in —-, just as beside masculine z—stems we find feminine z-stems. 
Whatever the details of the process?, the #-stems were formed 
on —4-stems to express connection and therefore, in the case of 
animate beings, often the female of the species. This means 
that *swekrzs must be based on a masculine —z-stem *. 

The conclusion is not entirely novel though long forgotten; 
it was drawn by Kretschmer? Although his primitive form 








obviously assume that the 4-stem forms are due to the powerful group of 
kinship-terms led by svekry which received them under the influence of 
the opposite szexa. 

* Note Kurylowicz's firm statement (Aecenfuatzom^, 32): «Un type fle- 
xionnel en —Z | zu2— n'a jamais existé. Il représente toujours, en v. indien aussi 
bien qu'en slave, un développement récent, dá à la proportion -ë : —y@-= 
—2Z— : wa. 

z Sommer, «IF >, 36, 1915, 196 f., esp. 198. 

3 See Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 129 (who seems to be unaware of Sommer's 
results); Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4zGr., II, 2, 491 f., esp. 495 f.; Specht, < KZ», 
59, 1932, 217 f., Ursprung, 382. 

4 Having reached the conclusion that all substantive Z-stem feminines 
were modelled on *swekriis, Sommer (o. c., 198?) was inclined to doubt whether 
its —— was a suffix. But the alternatives (—Z— in ablaut with —óu-—, —r#— from 
-w7-—) have been found untenable above and we are driven to the conclusion 
that —— is a true suffix. 

5 Kretschmer, < KZ y, 31, 1892, 446 f.; also Kuryłowicz, A pophonie, 129. 
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*swekriis cannot account for the masculine *swekuros, it needs 
only a slight modification. The basis was the masculine *swékurus 
from which the feminine *swekuriis was formed regularly. The form 
*swekriis of the historical languages shows syncopation of the 
unaccented z, placed between a stop and a liquid, and before a 
long vowel or two further syllables *. 

The fact that the historical languages show an o-stem *swe- 
kuros is due to dissimilation of the sequence -z—- to -z-o-, 
paralleled by Gk. utóç from earlier víóc? and, as we shall see, 
vuóc from vic. The —-stem is obviously the more archaic type 
which, together with the Z-stem formation, flourished at a time 
when the function of the —e-stems was much more limited or very 
different. This also throws unexpected light on the character 
of the so-called sacral z so often discussed lately ?. If in the histo- 
rical languages we find such cases as Latin Sancus Consus Janus 
which are originally both —o— and —z-stems ^, with an apparent 
preference for the —-stem when the divine character is to be 
emphasized, the explanation is that the —4-stem represents the 
more archaic, and therefore more solemn inflection. This does 
not of course apply to the names mentioned but to the prototypes 
of this usage. 

With the relation of *swékuros and *swekris clarified, it 
only remains to say a few words about the origin of *swékurus. 
Before doing so, it is of course essential to settle the meaning of 
the word. In the historical languages *swékuros undoubtedly de- 
notes the father of the wife's husband, and *swe&viis is his wife 5. 


Trubaécev (o. c., 121, and fn. 252) objects to the reconstruction of an —-stem 
masculine but his way out is impossible. 

* Machek (Etymologický slovník, 487 f.) thinks that *swe£rz- is derived 
from swekuro— with a suffix éise, before which the root —- was lost by dissimi- 
lation. But a suffix —Z— does not exist as such, only as the ‘ lengthened’ 
variant of masculine —-, and, in view of the other examples, dissimilation is 
not a factor. 

2 Schwyzer, GG, I, 574; Egli, Heteroklisie im Griechischen, 1954, 15. 

3 Cp. Schulze, Zur Geschichte lateinischer Eigennamen, 1904, 473 f.; Ha- 
vers, Zur Entstehung eines sog. sakralen u-Elementes, «Anzeiger der Osterreichi- 
schen Akademie », 1947, 139 f., with references. 

4 Cf. Altheim, Geschichte der lateinischen Sprache, 1951, 102; Ernout, 
Studies J. Whatmough, 1957, 37. 

5 The statement that «le fait que le mot indo-européen désignait un ‘mem- 
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There have however been attempts lately to define the term 
rather differently, as meaning ‘maternal uncle’, and deriving 
from a time when the Indo-Europeans lived in tribes based on 
exogamous moieties, with cross-cousin marriage and matrilinear 
descent". Whether the ancestors of the Indo-Europeans ever 
knew the sort of society postulated by these scholars, will never 
be known. But it is beyond any doubt that the society that we 
can reconstruct for Indo-European times with the amazingly 
rich and precise data of the daughter-languages is of the patri- 
linear type, and H. Galton showed in great detail that Isacenko's 
new doctrine was without foundation ?. 

In view of its volume, *swékuros (**swékurus) must be a 
compound or a derivative formation. The first segment *swe- 
has in fact always been regarded as identical with the reflexive 


bre du groupe’ en général (I) ressort de ce que, pour ‘ beau-frère ', il y a eu un 
dérivé secondaire à vrddhi: skr. Svadsurch, m.h.a. swager» (Ernout-Meillet, Dic- 
tionnaire étym.*, 631) is erroneous. The meaning of *szee£uros is naturally ‘one 
connected with the father-in-law’, and so can be ‘brother-in-law’. It is even 
problematical whether the wrddhied derivatives can be regarded as of Indo- 
European date. Wackernagel-Debrunner (442G7., II, 2, 105) pointed out that 
XuZfura- occurred only in the late Kathésaritségara and therefore thought it 
an innovation. Although Thieme («ZDMG», 106, 1956, 153 f.) reminded us that 
Svasuri— 'father-in-law's grandson’, attested much earlier (Pataüjali), presup- 
poses an earlier fvasura- ' father-in-law’s son’, this still does not prove Indo-Eu- 
ropean date, precisely because vyddhi is a living device in Aryan (and in Ger- 
manicl). R. L. Turner's data from the modern languages (« BSOAS», 23, 1960, 
106-8) do not of course strengthen the claim. 

t See Isacenko, «Slavia», 22, 1953, 52, 63. Cf. also G. Thomson, Studzes 
in Ancient Greek Society, I, 1949, 80; Trubacev, o. c., 124. 

2 H. Galton, The Indo-European Kinship Terminology, « Zeitschrift für 
Ethnologie >, 82, 1957, 121-138, on our term, p. 131 f. Note also Nehring’s sta- 
tement, Studien zur indogermanischen Kultur und Urheimat (in: Die Indoger- 
manen— und Germanenfrage, « Wiener Beitrage zur Kulturgeschichte und Lin- 
guistik », 4, 1936, 7-229), p. 167: «Ob sich vielleicht Spuren einer älteren mut- 
terrechtlichen Verfasssung bei den Indogermanen nachweisen lassen, ist eine 
Frage, auf die hier nicht eingegangen werden kann, sicher ist in jedem Fall, 
dass am Ende der indogermanischen Urzeit die indogermanische Familie ein- 
deutig vaterrechtlich organisiert war». "Even Trubatev, who in the Introduc- 
tion to his work (Zszorzja slavjanskix terminov rodstva, § f.) attacks the patri- 
linear view as a bourgeois error and energetically supports Isatenko, has to ad- 
mit (p. 14) that the «classificatory system was replaced in Indo-European 
society by the descriptive system » «v glubokoj drevnosti ». 
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(and possessive) pronoun *swe-, and most scholars would say 
that this is the only part that is pretty certain, while the second 
segment is rather obscure; moreover, it seems to have the same 
meaning as in IE *swesdr 'sister'". On this assumption, *swekuros 
has been interpreted as ' his own master' (in relation to the bride), 
the second element being the word seen in Skt. fzra- ‘hero’, 
Gk. x)ptog ‘ master'?. But this would be no more meaningful 
than the interpretation of *swesdr as "das eigene Weib’, rightly 
ridiculed by Pisani?. It is quite clear that, as Meillet formulated 
it*, *swe~-sor— is «le membre femelle du groupe». In a careful 
analysis of Vedic usage, Specht showed that Skt. sva-, Lat. suus, 
usually rendered as ' one's own ', in fact meant ' everything that 
belonged to the extended family' (« Grossfamilie»)*. Less clear is 


* Cp., e.g., Walde-Pokorny, II, 522; Walde-Hofmann, II, 551; Frisk, 
GEW, I, 479. This interpretation of *swesdr can be retained even by those 
who abandon the old interpretation of *sõr as ‘woman’ (cf, eg., Burrow, 
« Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute », Poona, 32, 1952, 30; 
The Sanskrit Language, 202), unless one adheres to Pisani’s view who inter- 
prets it as *su—esdr ‘of one's own blood’ (*su— ~ *swe—) or ‘connected by blood’ 
(*su— = Lithu. sù ‘ with’), see Miscellanea G. Galbiati, VII, 1951, 7; < KZ >$, 
71, 1954, 241. But we cannot ignore the fact that *esór is impossible. The dif- 
fering vocalism of Skt. asrk, Lat. asser, Arm. ariun, Latv. asins, Gk. čap and 
Hitt. eskar is unclear (cf. B. Stefanini, «AGI», 43, 1959, 18 f., esp.35); possibly 
d-|G- (Gk. Éxp < hap < *Zsr and Hitt. eskar from *ashar | ashenas > *ashar | 
eshenas > eshar | eshenas), certainly not e. I still prefer to accept *sóz ‘woman’, 
not only for *scwesór but also for Lat. zzór, and am glad to be in agreement with 
Minard (< BSL », 56/2, 1961, 54); but, as we shall see, this is a secondary deve- 
lopment. On the vexed question of the Anatolian feminine suffix —sava— (and 
now also Luvian —svz— as in Skt. Zisras catasras, see for the Celtic forms Cowgill, 
«Language», 33, 1957, 341-5), note Laroche's view (« BSL », 52/2, 1957, 26: 
« probablement i-eur., sürement pas hatti») but also Kammenhuber, « KZ », 
77, 1962, 190 f. See below, 335?, and Add. 

2 Schrader, Reallexikon der idg. Altertumskunde, 1901, 753; Schrader- 
Nehring, Reallexizon?, ll, 1929, 373. Cf. also E. Leumann, «Zeitschrift für 
deutsche Wortforschung », 11, 1909, 62 (:«Eigenherr»), and quite recently Ma- ` 
chek, Etymologichy slovník, 487: ‘true, sovereign master’ (while the husband 
is *5ofis). 

3 Pisani, « KZ », 71, 1954, 241 (: « was bedeutet das? »). 

4 Meillet, Esquisse d'une histoire de la langue latine, 19485, 20; « BSL», 32, 
1931, 8-9. Cp. Benveniste, « BSL», 46, 1950, XXI; Risch, «Museum Helve- 
ticum », I, 1944, 116. 

5 Specht, « KZ », 68, 1943, 46 f. 
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his analysis of the second members in the words under consider- 
ration. Having reached the conclusion that the usual suffixes (and 
case-endings, i.e. $/g, ¢/d, s, etc.) expressed ‘ the relation or distance 
of objects in the world relative to the position of the individual ’, 
he proceeded to adopt the segmentations *swe—£-wros, *swe-E-ris, 
*swe-s—ór, *swe-t- (in Gk. Evo), and *s(w)e-éA- (in Gothic sibja 
‘sib’, Skt. sabhd ' assembly’), in all of which the affix, i.e. £, 5, z, 
or Aë, merely indicates the distance (in space) of a member of the 
extended family from those denoted by these derivatives. He 
considered that ' £, expressing the first person deixis, in the word 
*swekuros, coined by the daughter-in-law, might indicate that in the 
Indo-European extended family the head of the family, the father- 
in-law, was felt by the daughter-in-law who had come from outside 
to be particularly close’?. It is needless to insist that, apart from 
the uncertainty of the affixation theory, the dissection into *swe- 
k-uro— *swe—k-rü- *swe-s-ór leaves more formidable problems 
of word-formation than it was meant to solve?. Nor is any great 
imagination required to see that for, e.g., *swesor either the new 
analysis *sz—esór (if its second part is correct) or the traditional 
*swwe—sór provides an intrinsically highly probable interpretation; 
the likelihood of the latter is further increased by the fact that 
it is matched by two terms based on *swekurus, again clearly 
representing *swe-kuru-s rather than *sz-eEurus. 

It is also very likely that the noun *swe-, which presents the 
allegedly missing term for the Indo-European extended family, is 
not originally identical with the reflexive pronoun of the 3rd 
person. Benveniste has shown * that the primitive form of the 


— YAy 


* Specht, « KZ», 68, 46 f., and, in a wider context, Ursprung, 210, 226, 
238, 268, but especially 334 f. 

2 Specht, Ursprung 335. In 1938 (« KZ», 65, 193) the emphasis was on 
the close relations with the mother-in-law. 

3 Mezger, who first adopted Specht's *swe-kruros («AJPh», 65, 1944, 
170), has since repeatedly advocated the view that *s(e)we ‘away’ was the 
basis on which the bride formed the terms for all her new relatives, including 
*swe—s—or—, originally a ‘ relative of the bride’s husband’; cf. « Word », 4,1948, 
99; « KZ », 76, 1960, 301. By this method, and exploiting a large number of 
prepositions, Mezger has reinterpreted a large sector of the Indo-European 
lexicon. 

^ Benveniste, € BSL», 50, 1955, 36 f. 
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reflexive pronoun was *se which under the influence of the 2nd 
sg. pronoun *¿Ze*#ge acquired the by-form *swe. But we can- 
not accept the statement that *se «d'abord propre à toutes 
les personnes, a tendu à devenir strictement un pronom de 3° 
personne »?, for the simple reason that *se is obviously identical 
with *so and *soz and therefore originally could only refer to 
the 3rd person 2, as an anaphoric .to begin with. Apart from some 
innovations in some areas there is in fact no support for the 
general view? that the reflexive pronoun could be used for all 
persons. If the reflexive possessive can and does refer to all persons *, 
the explanation is that it is from a different source. The suggestion 
that «c'est un mot de valeur général, indiquant ce qui existe d'une 
maniére autonome, qui a une existence propre» which would 
account for its applicability to all persons?, certainly is not help- 
ful. But if *swe was the ‘extended family’, the wide use of the 
reflexive possessive becomes clear. As I pointed out some ten 
years ago 5, if *swe was the ‘extended family’ (or ' clan’), then 
the social system was obviously based on communal, not personal 
ownership; everything belonged to the *swe, not to any member 
of it. The notions of ' mine, thine, etc.’ were unknown in con- 
nection with any external property. Thus *swo- originally meant 
° belonging to the extended family’ and for this reason could be 
used in any context, whether the speaker was involved or not. 
This early use was later, after the breaking up of the clan-system 


I Benveniste, 1. c., 37. 

2 Cf. Brugmann-Thumb, Griech. Gram.4, 478 f., and Brugmann, Grundriss, 
IË, 2, 1911, 395 Anm. See also Schwyzer, GG, I, 607°, who apparently would 
separate of (< *soz, from ‘demonstrative’ *so) and š (< *swe?). But Benve- 
niste’s result rules this out. 

3 Cf., e.g., Brugmann, Grundriss, II°, 2, 396 f.; Wackernagel-Debrunner, 
AiGr., III, 478 f.; Schwyzer(-Debrunner), GG, I, 606, II, 192. 

4 See K. Brugmann, Hin Problem der homerischen Texthritik und der ver- 
gleichenden Sprachwissenscthaft, 1876, 7 E: Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 200 f., 
204. 

* Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym*., 664; cf. also Meillet, Zmzroductior, 
337: «propre 4 une personne ». I 

© Szemerényi, Proceedings of the Seventh Congress (1952) of Linguists, 
1956, 516 f. On property see also Wackernagel, Festgabe fiir A. Kaegi, 1919, 
41 = KSchr., 469. 
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over large areas, altered and it was at that stage that *swo- came 
to be restricted to the 3rd person. 

But if *swe in *swesór and *swekurus indicates the ‘extended 
family ', and thus *swesdr means ' the (or any woman of the exten- 
ded family '', then it is reasonable to expect that *swekurus 
should express the status of the father-in-law with reference to the 
‘extended family’. From this point of view the connection with *Zz- 
ro— would be admirable semantically, but as ‘master of the family’, 
not as ‘his own master’. The difficulty is not so much the length 
in *£zro-? — after all there are many examples of ‘ unexplained ’ 
shortenings, cf. *wiros ‘man’, *sZ»us ‘son’, etc., and here we 
could assume that the shortening took place in the long compound 
— as the fact that its very existence is rather uncertain. Skt. 
fZra- means ‘hero’, and the Greek x$poc (neuter s-stem!) and 
&xupoc refer to ‘strength, authority’ °, so that an IE *Zzro- 
‘master’ must be ruled out; besides, for ' master’ *fotis is known 
to be in use. But, for ‘... of the extended family’, ‘master’ is not 
the only suitable candidate. In fact the term glavar (from glava 
‘head °) used of the head of the bratstvo, the clan in Yugoslavia 5, 
suggests a different approach. In the Indo-European languages, 
the root *£er— is widely used to denote the ‘ head’. The best-known 
noun, formed from it, is the heteroclitic *£ez2s] kras—n—os ‘head’. 
But an —z-stem *horu—]*kru— appears in, e.g., Gk. xopu@y ‘head, 
top, summit’, xopúrto ‘butt with the head ', xépuc ‘ helmet ’, etc. Š 
A *swe-koru-s would then mean ' the head of the extended family ’. 
It will be clear that this interpretation is semantically most satis- 
fying. Phonetically, the base *Zer-, with a well-established palatal 
£, also accounts for the palatal in *swekuros. As to the o in *swe- 
korus we may point not only to xopv-97 but also to the fact that in 


* With the exception of the mother-in-law, of course. 

2 This objection was raised by Kretschmer, « KZ », 31, 1892, 447. 

3 Cf. Frisk, « Góteborgs Hógskolas Arsskrift », 44/1, 1938, 5-8. 

^ I ignore Berneker’s suggestion («IF », ro, 1899, 155) that -Auro- is 
to be connected with Slavic sure, surina * brother-in-law’, from *éuro—; see 
Trubacev, o. c., 138 f. 

5 See Schrader-Nehring, Reallexikon?, II, 1929, 407; Nehring, Studien zur 
idg. Kultur und Urheimat (see 312, fn. 2 above), 180. 

6 See Pokorny 574 f.; Cowgill, in Evidence for Laryngeals, p. 101. 
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a compound *ker— would naturally change to *£or—; cf. *swe—sor- . 
The only assumption we have to make is that in the compound 
*swékorus, the vowel o was assimilated to the following z, so that 
*swékurus came into use; since such assimilatory changes occur 
in all Indo-European (and other) languages, there seems no reason 
why we should deny it to Indo-European which, after all, was 
also a normal living language at one time. But there is an alter- 
native solution which at the same time offers an easy solution of 
the problem presented by the change in the father-in-law's name 
from an early —-stem to the Late IE —o-stem. We have suggested 
above that the early *swekurus was dissimilated to *swekuros. 
But if the primitive form was *swékorus, and the feminine formed 
on it *swekoris, it is sufficient to assume that (for reasons of tabu?) 
*swekorus was interverted to *swékuros, with a corresponding 
change in the feminine to *swekuriis. 

One last problem concerns the coinage as such. As we have 
seen, several scholars are inclined to assume that the term for 
father-in-law (or mother-in-law) was coined by the daughter- 
in-daw . The intrinsic improbability of this assumption will be 
clear to anyone aware of the subordinate position in the Indo- 
European extended family of women in general, and the outsider, 
the daughter-in-law, in particular. The reason for the assumption 
is that the terms express relations viewed from the angle of the 
daughter-in-law. But just as *swesdr described the (younger) 
women of the extended family, with no reference to the daughter- 
in-law, so *swekuros, the other term exhibiting *swe-, obviously 
denoted the position of the head of the extended family within the 
family, independent of the daughter-in-law. The reason why 
the latter terms appear to be used by the daughter-in-law alone, 
is the fact that the same persons, in relation to their own children, 
were *patér and *mdtér. The term *swekuros indicates no more 
a coinage originating with the daughter-in-law than the existence 
of *potis ' husband’ proves a similar activity on the part of the 
wife. One can however still see a certain stratification of different 


* Cf. Specht, Ursprung, 335; Mezger, « Word», 4, 1948, 99. Galton (o Zeit- 
schrift fiir Ethnologie », 82, 1957, 131) cautiously says that the term is applied 
by the wife. 
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terms used of the same persons. Thus, in their relation to their 
own children, father and mother could be addressed with the 
‘ biological’ terms *patér and *mdatér. The terms *swékuros and 
*swekris, on the other hand, indicating a social status (‘ head 
of the family’, ‘his wife’), would be used primarily by outsiders, 
including the daughter-in-law. The fact that (at a later date?) 
other terms such as *demspoti— or even *wikpoti- became avail- 
able to the outside world explains how the ‘neutral’ term *sweé- 
&urus could acquire a more positive correlation with the daughter- 
in-law. This implies, of course, that the husband of the daughter- 
in-law would use the same terms of the parents of his wife — if 
they ever met. But owing to the social structure there was far 
less occasion of the terms being used in this sense, although the 
ambiguity of the terms in some languages might indicate the use 
here envisaged. 


2) For ‘daughter-in-law’ the following forms are found in 
the Indo-European languages: Skt. smusdé, Arm nu (gen. nuoy), 
Gk. wdc, Lat. nurus (gen. —gs), OCS sx%za; OHG snur, snora; 
OEngl. szorz, ONorse snor, snør, Crimean Gothic schnos. These 
clearly represent a basic morpheme *szzs- with variation in the 
stem-form: —Z-stem in Sanskrit, Slavic and Germanic (? see further 
on); -o-stem in Greek and Armenian; —-stem in Latin. Since the 
—G-stem may be due to the gender, and the Latin —-stem to the 
analogy of socrus, while for the o—stem of Greek and Armenian there 
seems to be no such easy explanation, it is usually assumed that 
the last, the «lectio difficilior » as it were, represents the Indo- 
European state of affairs, and therefore IE *sxusdés is posited :. 


t Cf. Walde-Pokorny, II, 701 f. Pokorny, 978; Walde-Hofmann, II, 
190; Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.*, 452. On possible Iranian cognates 
ON Pers suna, sundr, sunhar; Sogd. swnsh; BaloCi nasar), see Horn, Grundriss . 
der iranischen Philologie, ed. W. Geiger-E. Kuhn, I 2, 1898-1901, 103; Wacker- 
nagel-Debrunner, 4zGr., II, 2, 694; Morgenstierne, An etymological vocabu- 
lary of Pashto, 1927, 55; Indo-Iranian Frontier Languages, II, 1938, English- 
Iranian Index, p. 17*. If Abajev is right in deriving Ossetic (Digor) zoszae 
* daughter-in-law °, Iron faj-2zs? = Digor faj-nostae ‘sister-in-law, wife of the 
husband's brother’ from Iranian *(s)nausd, a vrddhied derivative of inherited 
*(s)nusa (and faj- < pati- ‘husband’, s. Lstoriko-etimologiteskij slovar’ ose- 
tinskogo jazyka, I, 1958, 417), then the Caucasian words which are obviously 
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This conclusion was first drawn by Pedersen. In his view, 
a primitive form *szzsZ?* could not have changed to *szzsus (in 
nurus), nor *snusus to Skt. snuşã or vuóç. The simplest was to 
start from *szusos which accounted for Gk. vuóc and Arm. «u(oy), 
while Sanskrit introduced —¿ because it had no feminine —-stems. 
He pointed out that the misgiving about positing a feminine 
—0-stem *snusos was due to the doctrine that there were no —o— 
stem feminines in Indo-European; but the doctrine was disproved 
by the existence of feminine —e-stem tree-names represented by 
Lat. fZgus (OHG óuokAha), etc.? In a later article he insisted that 
Arm. zu, gen. nuoy, which he had earlier merely mentioned (l. c., 
295) as possibly deriving from an —oe-stem, proved the feminine 
*smusos «unwiderleglich a? 

This view was at once accepted by Streitberg who not only 
admitted *szusos and certain tree-names as feminine -o-stems but 
also concluded that no Indo-European stem-class was set aside 
for a special gender*. It was'also adopted by Hiibschmann 5. 
But its most influential advocate arose in Meillet who, from 1905 
on, repeatedly affirmed the existence of the feminine —o-stem 


4 


connected, e.g. Mingreli zosa (cf. Vogt, « NTS» 9, 1937, 338; Abajev, Osetinski7 
jazyk i fol &lor, 1, 1949, 90, 119, 572), are not the source of the Iranian word 
(V. Polák, « Listy Filologické », 70, 1946, 28; cf. « Studia Linguistica », 4, 1950, 
IOI) but derive from it (see also Trubacev, o.c., 132). The difficulty is not so 
much the wrddhz in *(s)zausd as the fact that Oss. o[z is not necessarily from 
au; it may be from ava. In other words, Ossetic ~ds¢ may represent an earlier 
*nawasta, developed by haplology from mawa-—wastad ‘newly wed’ (Iran. *wad- 
‘lead’ from IE *wedA-), and thus essentially the same compound as Slavic 
nevesta which is certainly not ‘ unknown’ (Vasmer's strange preference, REW, 
II, 206) but a compound of TE *zewo- (cf. Machek, Etymologicky Slovník, 325; 
Vaillant, Grammaire comparée des langues slaves, I1, 2, 591). But Oss. nos (cf. 
nuos!) may be simply *zav-ós ‘ the new wife’ (> novds > nuós) Albanian 
nuse ‘ bride’, often connected with our grodp (s. Pokorny, 978), has been omit- 
ted above because the meaning of the word and its derivatives points to Latin 
nuptiae, for the transition note especially dita e nuses ‘ wedding day’. 

* This was posited by Bartholomae, Studien zur idg. Sprachgeschichte, 
II, 1891, 31, and retained as late as 1896 by Brugmann at Grundriss, Y^, 104. 

2 Pedersen, < BB», 19, 1893, 293-298. 

3 Pedersen, < KZ p, 38, 1902, 2287. 

* Streitberg, « IFA », 3, 1894, 179. 

s Hübschmann, Avmenische Grammatik, Y, 1897, 479. 


22 
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*snusos and of feminine tree-names', and this view represents 
the general consensus today z. 

Now, whereas the question whether there were -o-stem 
feminines in Indo-European does depend to some extent on the 
existence of an —o-stem noun *szusos, the converse is not true. 
The question whether there is an —o-stem *snusos solely depends 
on our evaluation of the evidence. For this reason the general 
problem of whether there were —o-stem feminines in Indo-Euro- 
pean can be ignored here although many objections could be raised 
to the customary treatment of these matters. 

As we have seen, Pedersen's view was prompted by Bartho- 
lomae's primitive form *szzsZ which he rejected together with 
the variant *szusus (according to Bartholomae deflected by 
*sdimus) since this could hardly develop into vuóc. He proposed, 
as the ‘ simplest’ solution, *szs0s, which explained voóc and could 
also be the source of Arm. zz. This conclusion has never been 
challenged — even Brugmann accepted the form though not the 
meaning ?. Yet, Pedersen's argument is vitiated by various assump- 
tions as to what is possible or not, and especially by the cavalier 
treatment of part of the evidence which points in a different 
direction. 

Thus, for instance, he rejects *suusus as a possible source of 
v0óG because a passage of an —4-stem to an —o-stem is hardly 
likely . Yet a very important term is known to have accomplished 
the impossible: the word for ‘ son ' appears in Homer as the —oe-stem 


™ Meillet, «MSL», 13, 1905, 211; 14, 1908, 178-9; Les dialectes indo-euro- 
péens, 1908, 116 f. « BSL», 32, 1931, 6; Introduction®, 282; Meillet-Vendryés, 
Grammaire comparée des langues classiques, 19537, 435, 539 f. It is slightly 
puzzling to see Meillet claim (Dialectes, "273 that he and Pedersen reco- 
gnized simultaneously, i.e. in 1902, the importance of *szusos for the question 
whether the —o-stems accommodated feminine nouns. Meillet may have been 
unaware of Pedersen's view at the time of his lecture (7 June 1902) but it had 
been püblished in 1893 for the first time. The question of priority does not 
arise, it Is settled. 

2 Cf., e.g., Wackernagel, Vorlesungen über Syntax, ll, 1928, 22 f., 32; 
Leumann-Hofmann, 17, 201, 365; Hirt, Jdg. Grammatik, 3, 1927, 323 f.; Schwyzer 
(-Debrunner), GG, I, 457, II, 32; Wackernagel-Debrunner, .A4zGr., II, 2, 264 f., 
496. Add. - 

3 Brugmann, « IF », 21, 1907, 317. 

4 Pedersen, « BB p, 19, 1893, 294, esp. 294". 
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vids in the nom., acc., voc., but other cases such as uléoc vléec 
prove an old —-stem, and this is still attested in such dialect-forms 
as vite uff viov 1. He also asserts that his *szzsos became an —d- 
stem, szusd, in Indian because there are no feminine —d— stems 
there. This is true in general but it so happens that a word for 
‘wife’ is generally masculine: Z¿gza— ‘wife’ is either a masculine plural 
or singular, only seldom and late is it made into the —2- stem dara?. 

More important are the following observations. Latin nurus, 
an —u-stem, is generally explained today as reshaped from inhe- 
rited *szusos under the influence of socrus 3. This would be accept- 
able, indeed unavoidable, if *szzsos were safely established and 
nurus the only deviation. But a similar ‘ change’ can be observed 
in Germanic, which has been unaccountably lost sight of in the 
discussion. Meillet (1. c.) quoted OHG szur and OEngl. szorz as 
showing a change from inherited *s«usos to *snusd. This seems 
indeed the case with OEngl. szorz but is a misunderstanding of 
the Old High German form: snur, with the dative sei, is an 
-4-stem noun*. Although from the point of view of descriptive 
grammar it could be classed as an —z—stem 5, by origin it can only 
be an —z-stem as is shown by the retention of the root z (cf. modern 
Schnur) which demands an —- in the next syllable and rules out 
an —4 (OHG -4)5. The antecedent of snur is therefore *szuzu- 
or *snuzīū—, and OHG snora (weak feminine, gen. oz) is based 
on *szuzón-7. 


* See LSJ s.v.; Schwyzer, GG, 1, 573 f. 

2 Cf. Wackernagel-Debrunner, AzGr., II, 2, 932 ad 63; Printz, «IF », 
50, 1933, 133 (from dar- ‘tear’ ?) Pisani, Miscellanea Galbiati, III, 1951, 
7* (overlooked by Frisk, GEW, I, 345 f.), connects the word with Gk. 3&pap 
‘wife’ on the basis of an IE *Zma-r—o- (ie. *dīm-r—-o—-), and A. Morpurgo 
(e Parola del Passato», 62, 1959, 3221.) goes so far as to equate these with 
Hittite dammara- and Mycenaean damate | dumate. 

3 Walde-Hofmann, II, 190; Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.*, 452. 

4 Cf. J. Schatz, Althochdeutsche Grammatik, 1927, 17, 216, 237. 

5 It is so taken by Prokosch, Comparative Germanic Grammar, 1939, 246. 

6 It is interesting to note that the Germanic facts were clearly stated by 
Pedersen (« BB », 19, 1893, 295). On the survival of the German word in the 
dialects and the reason for its loss — homonymic clash with Schuur « Bindfaden» 
— in most areas, see F. Debus, Die deutschen Bezeichungen für die Heiratsver- 
wandtschaft, 1958, 24-31, 115. 

7 Cf. Schatz, Althochdeutsche Grammatik, 1927, 17, 237. 


332 Further Greek syncopes and cases, etc. 


` Taken by itself, either of the two forms — Latin nurus and 
OHG snur — might be a late innovation from an inherited *szusos. 
Taken in conjunction, they suggest that the —-stem *snusus must 
be older. They might still be remodelled after IE *swekrdis, which 
survives in Lat. socrus and OHG swigar (< *swe3riis), but the 
remodelling would have to be pushed back into very early times. 

In these circumstances, serious consideration must be given 
to the alternative possibility — to put it at the lowest — that 
*snusus is the original form and the alleged *szzsos merely due 
to transformations in some languages, viz. Greek and Armenian. 
A primitive *snusus would have led to Early Greek *vuhbtc, 
which would have lost its internal Z by the end of the Mycenaean 
period’. The resulting *vuóç could hardly have survived, at 
least there is no example of a noun in —vu¢?, Nouns in —vog on 
the other hand exist and one of the best known examples, utóc, 
has, as was noted above, developed from an earlier oto by dissi- 
milation of the two —z—s 3. In view of the frequent collocation ‘my 
son and daughter-in-law’ etc., there is every reason to regard 
the changes in vuóç and vidg as due to the same cause. There is 
therefore no difficulty in deriving voóç from *szusus rather than 
an IE *szzsos. 

What made the derivation of vuóc from *s»usos so attractive 
for most scholars was the fact that Armenian zz also seemed to 
point with its gen. zuwoy etc. to an inherited —o-stem. But this 
is to take a very unsophisticated view of a very complex situation. 
It is true that the stem-final is usually well preserved and IE 
—á-stems seem to be continued by the instrumental forms in 
-aw, -awkh (e.g. am ‘year’, amaw, amawkh). But the genitive 
of these stems ends in -Z which certainly does not reflect IE —zs, 
and must rather continue the ending of original —-stems, i.e. 
—iyás (or —yos?)*. Moreover, the nouns in - either follow the 


t I discuss this matter in my ‘Impact’; for the present, see «Classical 
Review », 72, 1958, 6r. 

2 The contraction of *voúç to *vic (see Kuryłowicz, Accentuation’, 129) 
would have given an acc. *vüv (=adverbial viv). 

3 Schwyzer, GG, I, 258, after Kretschmer, Griechische Vaseninschriften, 
1894, 187; J. Egli, Heteroklisie im Griechischen, 1954, 15. 

^ See Meillet, Esguzsse?, 72; Lohmann, Genus und Sexus, 1932, 27. 
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—o-inflexion (hogi ‘spirit’: Aogwoy, hogwov) or the —a-inflexion 
(teti ‘ place’: ¢e¢eaw) but the latter class has a genitive in —oy 
(te?woy)*. It is certain that contamination took place but it is 
far from certain that the adjectives in — 7 — which in Armenian 
are —a-stems! — are responsible for the conflation of —o— and 
—á-stem inflexions. The fact is that the Armenian nominal 
flexion still bristles with unsolved problems as to the proto- 
type of the various case-endings. This applies to oy, too. 
Although, on the face of it, this can be derived from IE —osyo, 
this is not necessarily the true source, precisely because —oy can 
have other sources. It is also noteworthy that —o— may appear 
where the stem-final was either certainly or probably —2. Thus, 
e.g., the gen. dat. loc. of kin ‘woman’ is £zoj although the stem 
is certainly IE *e"(£)»4—?. Similarly, the word for ‘fly’, a 
feminine in all old forms (cp. Gk. puta, Lat. musca, Slav muxa, 
OHG mucka), appears as mun, gen. mnoy, and it is extremely 
unlikely that Armenian should have inherited an —-o-stem ?. For 
these reasons one cannot accept the evidence of Armenian zzy 
as cogent proof of an original —o-stem. It may easily reflect an 
—-stem *suusus which became *(Z)nu(h)u, later nuu and was 
dissimilated to z40- in certain oblique cases *. 

If, then, Latin and Germanic point to an IE *szusus, and the 
other languages, including Greek and Armenian, may owe their 
differing stem-class to phonetic or morphological innovation, 
we must regard this form as the more reliably attested. Further- 
more, *szusus may reflect an earlier *sxustis, a noun which is 


* Meillet, Zsguisse?, 75; Lohmann, o. c., 26 f. 

2 See my discussion at « AION-L », 2, 1960, 16 f. 

3 A suffix —zo— is posited by Meillet (Esguisse?, 74) without consideration 
of the original stem-formation. 

4 It is difficult to reconstruct the Armenian development of the IE-i— 
(and ——) stems. But I should mention here that if the genitive was *snusuwos 
which became *(A)sw(É)ww(os) and dissimilated to *zuow this could conceiv- 
ably lead to zzoy (i.e. ou > oy). I am aware that 4ov (gen. kovu) ‘ cow? must 
somehow continue IE *g”ow-, but the details are by no means clear, except 
that kovu is an innovated genitive. Note however £o ‘ tui’, ##oy ‘tuus’ which 
must somehow reflect -oy < —owe | —owo- < —ewe | —ewo(s). Pisani's derivation 
of gahoykh ' throne’ from —ewes (« Ricerche Linguistiche », 2, 1951, 56) would 
be nice but the word is borrowed from Iranian. 
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clearly connected in ending and inflexion with the correlative 
*swekris. 

Since the meaning of the word is unequivocally ‘ daughter- 
in-law ’, i.e. ‘ the son's wife'', and the common word for ‘son’ 
was IE *sžnus, scholars attempted to link the two words early 
in the history of our discipline. Höfer seems to have been the 
first to propose derivation of *s#us— from *séuu—s—?, a derivation 
which was in favour for a long time 3. though with variations as 
to the end-part of the word. Thus Pedersen himself thought it 
possible that his *szusos represented the old genitive of *sznus, 
ie. *sunu—-so— 'the (wife = IE *gnud@) of the son' *. Ernst Leu- 
mann started from a phrase *sZ s(u)muds « die des Sohnes > which, 
he thought, developed, already in the parent language, the forms 
*nusós or *snusós 5. Kluge assumed that the primitive form was 
*sunu—su— in which sz presented a variant of the possessive *swe, 
so that the compound meant « dem Sohn seine », ' the son's own 
(sc. wife)'$. Returning to the problem once more, E. Leumann 
now derived *szzsos from *sdé sunusos wherein *sunus—os was 
the genitive of *sunus—, a variant of the established *sZzz-, 
comparable to Skt. manus— | manu-—7. 

However attractive semantically, this derivation has been 
out of favour for a long time now. The main objection is the 
loss of Z (: IE *sé#mus) in the primitive *sZzezsos(-4s)?. Today 





* On Isacenko's suggestion (Trubatev, o. c., 133, is non-committal) see 
Galton, « Zeitschrift für Ethnologie », 82, 1957, 132. 

? [ have not been able to follow up the reference to Hófer's discussion in 
Bopp, Glossarium comparativum linguae sanscritae, 18673, 432; cf. also Benfey, 
Vollständige Grammatik der Sanskritsbrache, 1852, 172; Schade, Altdeutsches 
Wörterbuch, Y1?, 1872-82, 841. 

3 Delbrück, the author of Die idg. Verwandtschafitsnamen, 1890, thought 
it « naheliegend » (p. 535). 

4 Pedersen, < BB », 19, 1893, 298. 

5 E. Leumann, « KZ s, 32, 1893, 307. f 

6 Kluge, «Zeitschrift für deutsche Wortforschung», 7, 1905, 169-170. 

7 E. Leumann, «Zeitschrift für deutsche Wortforschung», 11, 1909, 6o f. 

8 Cp. Delbrück, Die idg. Verwandtschaftsnamen, 1890, 535 (€ Bedenken 
erregt x; Brugmann, «IF», 21, 1907, 317 (« Annahme rein lautlichen Schwun- 
des des Z durch nichts zu rechtfertigen si: Walde-Hofmann, II, 190 («durch 
den angenommenen z-Schwund widerraten »); Specht, Ursprung, 90 («schei- 
tert an den Lautgesetzen »). 
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Brugmann's suggestion is widely favoured. He thought that the 
—e-stem *snusos could not have been a feminine originally, but 
must have been a noun that was capable of application to a woman 
(cp. Engl. relations). Developing Wiedemann’s idea that kinship 
terms often derive from verbs meaning ‘ bind, fasten’ and there- 
fore *snusos could be connected with Skt. szávan- ' tendon, 
muscle, sinew; bowstring’, OCS. szovo ‘warp’, «zetteln», Gk. 
véw ‘spin’, veDpov ‘sinew, tendon, bowstring, nerves’, he sug- 
gested that *swu—so— represented a derivative of the root *sxu— 
with the suffix —so- and the meaning «Verbindung, Verknüp- 
fung », eventually « verwandtschaftliche Verknüpfung»; this term 
was then applied by relations, especially the husband's parents, 
to the daughter-in-law, and the word, originally a masculine, 
became a feminine'. But the fact is that neither the point of 
departure, nor the end-product can be accepted. The root *snē-] 
snēu— always retains its basic meaning ‘ to spin, warp; sew’, it 
never develops into ‘connect, bind '^. As far as we can tell, a 
derivative *suusos would always have retained the meaning 
‘tendon, string’. Nor is there any justification for increasing the 
plausibility of this etymon by deriving Lat. bd and OCS. 
snubiti from the same base via an enlarged form *szeuók—-?. Lat. 
nàbó is originally used of the woman only and this meaning cannot 
be derived from ' connect’; even if one were prepared to accept 
the notion, the form would have to be an intransitive-passive 
(e.g. *uZbere) to accommodate the sense ‘to be connected > to 
be wedded to'. The difficulty is revealed by Kretschmer's deriv- 
ation of «Zóó from *sneubko but snubiti from a causative *snou- 
bheyd, only possible on the assumption that *szez0#— meant «sich 
hingeben, sich vermáhlen > (of the woman, and therefore niere 


* Wiedemann, « BB», 27, 1902, 212; Brugmann, «IF», 21, 1907, 319 f. 
Trubaéev (o. c., 132) thinks that German Schuur ‘ daughter-in-law ’ and Schnur 
‘string ’ are not only homonyms but one and the same word; he fails to notice 
that one is Gmc. *szuz-, the other Ser Add. 

? See Walde-Pokorny, II, 694 f., 696; Pokorny, 973, 977; Benveniste, 
Origines, 157 (deriving Lat. neo from *szeu-l) The secondary development 
from *suzu— ‘spin’ to ‘hurry, hasten’ is irrelevant. 

3 Brugmann, «IF », 21, 1907, 320. Wiedemann (L. c.) connected snuditi 
but not 2450. Brugmann’s view is accepted by Walde-Pokorny, II, 697; Po- 
korny, 977 f. 
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alicui), and thus *snoubheyd = «bewirken dass eine Frau sich 
vermáhlt, sie freien »?. Yet he tries to save the connection with 
von, which requires a basic meaning «Geliebte, Liebhaberin », 
a far cry from the strictly legal term zZbere — quite apart from the 
problem of formation, which is also grave. For, as W. S. Allen 
rightly pointed out, the nasal infix in the noun is incomprehen- 
sible? — contrast the Latin cö-nüb—-ium préntiba?. Even this. 
tenuous support for an alleged *sxeu—, as the basis of *s2:2:-50—s, is 
lost if the ancients and their modern followers are right in connect- 
ing zZzbó with obnabó and «bes, for in that case the starting point 
is a root *sueu-dA- with a very different meaning (‘cover’?), and, 
probably, etymon *. 


* Kretschmer, « Glotta », 1, 1909, 325 f., esp. 330, separating (05)2246 which 
he regards (p. 329) as a denominative (!) from zzes. 

2 W. S. Allen, « TPS », 1950, 29' (in spite of Specht, Ursprung, 20871. But 
his statement that vion must be separated from 22260 szubifi because its mean- 
ing in the earliest texts is ‘nymph’, esp. ‘ water-nymph’ cannot be right 
since the meaning ‘ young wife, bride’ is established not only by Homeric 
usage but the equally Homeric vwoyelog and, soon after, such derivatives as 
vuoigevde etc. Itis even possible that the connection with water, esp. springs, is 
secondary. But ‘ young wife, bride’ certainly invites connection with vuóc. 
The simplest would be to take vvu- as representing *viv from *(s)vo(6)úv (cp. 
322, fn. 2) in an appropriate phrase, e.g. *v0v p&p ! I declare (her) my daughter- 
in-law °’, which became *voug&usr (—o) and supplied, by back-formation, the noun 
vip. Alternatively, a derivative of the &pyu—qoc ËÀe—poç vrsa—-bha— type (s. 
Schwyzer, GG, I, 495), i.e. *(o)vo(c)u—o9&, contracted to *vúg&, could be resolved 
into *vino& («gémination affective»?) with subsequent nasalization of mp to ue, 
an early example of the phenomenon well-known from the Koine (cf. Schwyzer, 
GG, Y, 231). J. Gagnepain (Les noms grecs en —oç et en —à, 1959, 25?) suggests 
*snubh—nad «désignant soit l'épouse voilée, soit le ' couvert ' impénétrable des 
monts, des foréts ou des eaux. La ‘nymphe’ qui toujours se dérobe (!) ne serait, 
selon nous, que la personnification de cette abstraction ». 

3 Lat. jrónuba is not, of course, « Vorsteherin der Vermahlung, oder der 
sich Vermáhlenden > (Kretschmer, «Glotta», I, 1909, 330; Walde-Hofmann, II, 
184), but, as can be seen from Festus (:2ronubae adhibentur nuptis quae semel 
nupserunt), a woman who is already married and therefore has married Jdefore 
the bride, originally probably the sisters of the wife or husband; the use of 
Iuno is transferred from the human sphere! I should add here that züfzae 
does not derive from *zu$zws (cf. Walde-Hofmann, II, 185, after Frisk, « Era- 
nos», 38, 1940, 29) but from the noun of action *»X—£-s, via an adjective 
*nupti~us (cp. Leumann-Hofmann, 208). 

4 For zZéó as ‘ cover one's head’ see Wiedemann,« BB», 27, 1902, 2127; 
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It is also questionable whether the suffix —so-, assumed by 
Brugmann, is really acceptable. From this point of view, more 
satisfactory is Burrow’s analysis' as *sz—4s—-0-s, a simple thema- 
tization. But his neuter stem *sz—us— is not only ‘absolete’ it 
also projects into Indo-European a formation which is only found 
in Aryan °. 

It should also be noted that the derivation of *szusos from 
*snéu— is unacceptable not only because the underlying base never 
evolved the wider and more general meaning ' connect, bind 
together ' but also because an abstract or concrete < Verbindung > 
could not account for the meaning of the word. In the husband's 
family all terms are precise and unambiguous. Such vague terms 
_ as Gk. xevÜspóc may be applied to the wife's family, precisely 
because they are unimportant within the Indo-European family 
structure. Nor do we ever find a noun meaning « Verbindung » 
developing the meaning ' daughter-in-law ' in the Indo-European 
group of languages. 

Some more recent interpretations are even less acceptable. 
Schwyzer tried to derive both z#06ó and *szzsos from an IE *szz-, 
an onomatopoeia describing the primitive custom of greeting by 
putting the noses together?. Loewenthal regarded *s»sos as 
° feeding with the mother’s milk’, and in a personalized use ‘ feeder, 
nourisher, bride’; this is based on Skt. száuzz ' give milk ' *. This 
type of expression is certainly well known but only for the wet 
nurse 5, sometimes for woman in general, but never for the ' daugh- 
ter-in-law ' whose status within the family and not her relation 


Wackernagel, Festschrift P. Kretschmer, 1926, 302 f. = KSchr., 1293 f.; for 
"nubés, Walde-Hofmann, II, 183; Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.+, 449. 

* Burrow, The Sanskrit Language, 1955, 203. 

2 On the Aryan stems in Ar —uş—, expanded from —— and —w-stems, 
see Benveniste, Origines, 34, 39; Wackernagel-Debrunner, 47Gr., II, 2, 364 f., 
489 f. (but with unlikely view on ablaut-relation of —as—/-ds-). 

3 See Festschrift P. Kretschmer, 1926, 247 f., esp. 250. 

^ Loewenthal, « Wórter und Sachen», to, 1927, 165; elaborated by Ko- 
Iínek, « Listy filologické x, 59, 1932, 125 f., 316 (see « Indogermanisches Jahr- 
buch », 18, 1934, 72). 

5 Cf., from IE *dhéy— ‘ suckle’, Persian gaya ‘nurse’, Skt. dhdtri ‘id. ?, 
and, possibly from the root *s#ew— in question, Latin zZ£rzx, see Walde-Hof- 
mann, II, 19r. 
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to children in general is to be described. For the same reason, 
“the woman from outside’? is unsatisfactory, and the formal 
comparison with *se—z-, *se—ni, Skt. sanutar fails to account 
even for the form (the adverb is never *szz—), not to speak of 
the formation. Specht’s idea that *szz—s-os is from the root 
of Skt. sanomi ‘I obtain, gain’ and means «die durch den Kauf 
oder Raub erworbene»?’, a suggestion at first sight more attractive, 
breaks down on the suffix but also on the meaning. 

These considerations show that the only satisfactory expla- 
nation is the old suggestion that *szsZs is connected with *sdznus 
‘son’, and means ‘the son’s wife’, a fully descriptive term of the 
daughter-in-law’s position in the husband’s family. The correct- 
ness of this approach is borne out by the fact that similar expres- 
sions crop up time and again in the Indo-European languages. 
As is known, in the South Western part of the German linguistic 
territory we find such expressions for the ‘ daughter-in-law ' as 
Early Modern German suns weib ‘the son's wife’, Sohusfrau, 
Sóhnin, Sóhnerin?. Similarly, in Polish (and earlier also in Czech) 
we find synowa, the feminine of the possessive adjective *synow-— 
from syz ‘son’, i.e. ‘ the (wife) of the son ' *, and in Russian the 
dialectal syndévka. f 

Thus we are forced again to ask whether such a connection, 
so evident semantically, is objectionable phonetically or morpho- 
logically. As we have seen, the stock objection has been the loss 
of z. This actually involves two points: even if one could admit 
the loss of ï, loss of Z is rather unlikely. Now the word ‘son’ 
appears with Z in Skt. sz»w-, Lithu. szezs, OCS. syne, but with 
# in Gmc., e.g. OHG, OEngl. sunu. The cause of the variation 
is not very clear , nor for that matter the origin of the length. 
Pedersen assumed that the original paradigm was nom. *séu—nu-—s: 


* Mezger, « AJPh », 65, 1944, 366; cf. also « Word », 4, 1948, 100. 

? Specht, Ursprung, 9o, 238, 268. 

3 See the most recent treatment in F. Debus, Die deutschen Bezeichnungen 
für die Heiratsverwandtschaft, 1958, 83 f. p. 84 similar Flemish and Swedish 
terms. 

4 Since German settlers in Silesia and Poland seem to possess the expres- 
sion (together with the complementary TYochtermann, s. Debus, o. c., 86), the 
question arises whether the Polish (and Czech) term is a calque of the German. 
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gen. *su—néu-s so that, by levelling of e/a, *szzs came into use, 
besides *szws'. Leumann, on the other hand, thought that an 
original vocative *sýneu (like *vwzre) was, in emphatic use, length- 
ened to *sZzzez (like *wire)*. But in both cases the etymon is a 
root with a long vowel (*sz-, *w:-y, so that we must start from 
*sinus (and *wiros), probably representing *suzZ/-4u-s (and 
*euzHi-ro-s), and *siinus (and *wiros) must be due to shortening. 
In an interesting paper — which, if correct, will have far-reaching 
consequences — the Ukrainian philologist, V. A. Dybo advanced 
the thesis that in the Italo-Celtic group, and, to a lesser extent, 
in Germanic, inherited long vowels (and sonants) which did not 
bear the accent in Indo-European were shortened*. If this is 
true, *wirds (cf. Skt. vzrds) > *wiros and *siinds (cf. Skt. sinis) > 
*stinus, are clarified phonetically 5. 

It would seem then that we can assume a primitive *sýnusús 
only if we start from an original *siizus. This would mean that 
the lengthening to sZzzs was a dialectal phenomenon, confined 
to Aryan and Balto-Slav, which no longer affected *stinzszis. 
But since the evidence is overwhelmingly on the side of an original 
*stinus, we must ask whether *sunusus is possible in these circum- 
stances. Now it is known that a contrast of long and short appears 
between basic forms and their compounds. Thus in Sanskrit we 
find stirnd—: dstrta—, süti- : su-suti-, etc. $. There can be no doubt 








` Pedersen, Etudes lituantennes, 1933, 21 f., 54 f. accepted by Kuiper, 
Notes on Vedic noun-inflexion, 1942, 5, 30. 

? Leumann, « IF », 61, 1952, 4 = KSchr., 362. Lengthening as an expres- 
sive feature was also assumed by Vendryès for *wivos at least, see Chozx d’étu- 
des linguistiques et celtiges, 1952, 110-4. 

3 On *sz- presently; on *wi-ro—- from *wi—s ‘strength’ (Lat. vis etc.), 
see Brugmann, Grundriss?, II, 1, 1906, 353; Schulze, «KZ», 52, 1924, 311, and, 
for further analyses, Walde-Hofmann, II, 796 f.; Trubacev, o. c., 102-3. 

^ V. À Dybo, So£rascenije dolgot v kel’to-ttalijskix jazykax i jego znače- 
nije dija balto-slavjanskoj i indojevropejskoj akcentologi, «Voprosy Slavjan- 
skogo Jazykoznanija », 5, 1961, 9-34. 

5 Dybo, o. c., 97, 24 (*sZzus), 11 (vir). Note that Dybo assumes (p. 24) 
that the accent of Skt. szzs is original, while Trubaéev (o. c., 50) and Kury- 
lowicz (.Accentuation?, 202, 215, 352 fn.) argue for *sázus. But Dybo is wrong 
in deriving (p.13) Lat. zz from *egzóós, see Szemerényi, < Glotta >, 38, 1960, 
239-40. 

6 Cf. Wackernagel(-Debrunner), Az Gr., I, 92 f., Nachtrdge, 54 f; II, 
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that the shortening in the compound is due to the fact that the 
compound is longer than the simplex — whatever way one chooses 
to explain the details?. In all these cases the length affected is 
in the second member of the compound. But from the point of 
view of Indo-European, the same treatment is expected in first 
members, too, if the accent is removed in the compound, and 
examples are found, except that they go under the ordinary name 
of ablaut which obliterates their true character. Thus, e.g., Vedic 
dáru ‘tree’ contrasts with V. dru—sdd- ‘ sitting on a tree’, dru- 
padá- ' (wooden) pillar’ 2, although, of course, one would expect 
IE *Zorz-. The phenomenon is of Indo-European date as is shown 
by Gk. 9püc < *Z(o)rü- and 9puróuoc 3. 

If then a noun *szzZ-s (or *sůnus) is enlarged to *sūnusús 
we expect it to be shortened in the same way as sz/z- becomes 
séti— in the compound sú-şuti—. The shortened *sünusús was 
then exposed to the kind of syncope we have been examining 
in this work: its first vowel was between s and a nasal, it was two 
syllables removed from the accent, and it was a high vowel, 
particularly short and therefore susceptible to syncopation. 

To sum up. The word for ' daughter-in-law’, IE *snusús, 
was formed from *s#zu- ‘son’. The accession of an accented 
syllable in the new word led, first, to the shortening of Z in *szzz- 
and, later, to its syncopation. 

However, we still owe an explanation of a minor point, the 
root *sz-, and of the formation, i.e. the end-part —sZs. It is gener- 
ally recognized that *sazmus is formed from the verbal base *sz- 
‘bear, bring forth '*. Speaking of the Indo-European period, 
Saussure stated: « Il n'y a qu'un seul nom de parenté de cette 
époque, sinus, fils, dont l'étymologie soit claire: il dérive d'une 
racine qui signifie engendrer, ou plus particuliérement à ce qu'il 
semble, enfanter, mettre au monde, se rapportant à la mére seule- 


— 


I, 98, Nachtrdge, 31; II 2, 556, 564, 629; Hoenigswald, in: Evidence for Laryn- 
geals, p. 25 f. , 

t See Kurylowicz, A pophonte, 198, but also Kuiper, «Sprache», 7, 1961, 
21 f. (and 15° against Bailey, «TPS», 1954, 139*), and «Lingua», 11, 1962, 228 f. 

? See Wackernagel, 47Gr., I, 53 with JVacArage, 17 f. 

3 Cf. also the Iranian compounds with /šz— from *fasu-. 

4 Cf. Walde-Pokorny, II, 469 f.; Pokorny, 913 f. 
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ment»'. The verbal form survives in Aryan only where we find, 
in Indian, Vedic size ‘ brings forth’, pass. szya£e, inf. save, with 
the later forms AV. savitáve, and, later still, savati, sauti, sotum 2, 
and, on the Iranian side, Luzámi ‘I bring forth’. Elsewhere 
only Old Irish suth (< *siitus, with shortening in compounds, 
cp. AV sa@—tu—« Schwangerschaft >) « Geburt, Frucht», and, perhaps, 
Welsh hogex ' girl’ (<< *sukd—) and hogyn ' boy, lad’ can be found. 
The formation of *sz-zz- is clear and excludes the interpretation 
‘begetter’ of the ancients and Benfey since *sz- is not, originally, ' to 
beget’, and Delbrücks «der Geborene» because —— is not passive; 
hence only ‘ birth’ > ' the result of birth, son’ is acceptable š. 

The fact that, almost alone of the basic kinship terms, *s#nus 
has a transparent etymology, has prompted the view that it is 
of a fairly recent date*. This is true, to some extent, though the 
fact that except for Aryan the verbal base is lost everywhere 
shows that 'fairly recent' is still good Indo-European. Further 
considerations will suggest that it is quite old. 

Of greater importance is from our point of view the formation 
of *sunusis. Since it is derived from *sēnu-— ' son’ and its meaning 
is ‘the son's wife’, it is obvious that the reference to ‘wife’ must 
be contained in the end-part —ss. Now the verbal base sZ-— could 
in Indo-European also be used as an agent noun, witness Vedic 


* Quoted by Delbrück, Die idg. Verwandtschafisnamen, 1890, 389. In view 
of the general consensus it is rather surprising to see the statement « ohne klare 
verbale Grundlage > in Wackernagel-Debrunner, 42Gr., II, 2, 742. 

? In view of the Indian chronology, it is clear that we have evidence only 
for *sg—; if an IE *seu- is postulated that is done on theoretical grounds only 
and may be unrealistic. 

3 See Brugmann, «IF », 17, 1905, 486 (« Geburt», cp. Old Irish s2441); 
Specht, Ursprung, 89, and for the formation, Wackernagel-Debrunner, Ate. 
II, 2, 742. Trubatev, o.c., so £., argues at great length that *samus, as «rozden- 
nyj materpju », is a relict of an earlier matriarchate, while *2uz- (in Skt. putra— 
etc.) meant 'to beget' and thus signals the advance to the patriarchal 
system, but the only valid point is that *szzzs is an earlier formation. 

4 Hermann, «IF », 53, 1935, 99 f. No conclusion can be drawn from the 
secondary discrepancy between *szzus|sünuws (see above), nor from Gk. vide 
and Toch. (B) soyé which are secondary, and do not testify to an early variant 
in —yz— (constructed by Brugmann, «IF», 17, 485 f£); note for the moment 
Delbrück, Dize. idg. Verwandischafisnamen, 455. 
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sü- which occurs twice in the Rigveda (I 32, 9; 146, 5), both times 
with the sense of «Gebdrerin, Mutter»?. Its productivity is 
revealed by the fact that in Vedic there are just under a dozen 
compounds with s#— as their second member, e.g. vZra—sz-— ' hero- 
bearing, mother of a hero’, su—s#— ' bringing forth easily’, a—sz— 
‘not bringing forth, barren’, $ra—sz- ‘bearing, fruitful, produc- 
tive’, etc.?. It appears then that IE *szzz-szs described the 
‘ daughter-in-law ' as ‘ the *szs of the son, the woman who brings 
forth offspring, the wife'. 

Nor do we have to content ourselves merely with assuming 
that the noun * szs ' the woman who brings forth offspring’ may 
have existed in Indo-European since it is attested in Vedic. The 
words is attested for Indo-European, too, although its true nature 
has been obscured so far -by the false primitive form *sxzsos. 

It is rather surprising to find that in the new, fourth edition 
of the Dictionnaire Etymologique Ernout still maintains that Lat. 
sūs continues a «mot indo-européen désignant le porc sauvage 
(sanglier) ou domestique (porc)»?. For it is more than ten years 
now since Benveniste demonstrated ^ that IE *szs and *porkos 
designated the ‘(grown up) pig in general, especially the sow’ 
and the ' young pig, sucking pig' respectively. But we must 
go further: since Lat. aper and its congeners (Gmc. *ebura-, 
Slav vepro), together with Gk. ëmgoe, denote not only the wild 
boar but boar in general — note especially Umbrian apruf abrof 
which cannot refer to a wild boar — Benveniste’s binary age- 


' It is customary to regard the Rigvedic passages as presenting both 
ç Erzeuger » (I, 146, 5) and «Erzeugerin», see Grassmann, Wörterbuch, S.W., 
Wackernagel-Debrunner, AzGr., II, 2, 9. But at I, 146, 5 dóhavat sür dhaibhyo 
garbhebhyah is simply « (Agni) für diese Kinder die Mutter ward > because « Agni 
ist für alle Geschópfe dasselbe wie die Mutter für die Neugeborenen » (Geldner, 
Rigveda, |, 205 with fn.). But since the verb sZ- later does acquire the meaning 
‘to beget’, it is possible for the noun sZ- to be reinterpreted as ' begetter’ 
(Vajasayeni Samhita). 

2 Cf. Wackernagel-Debrunner, AzGr., II, 2, 40. 

3 Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire éfym.*, 670; cf. also p. 38 (end of afer). 

4 Benveniste, « BSL >, 45, 1949, 74 f. Ernout quotes this article in the 
Addenda (p. 820) but only for the compositional type of suovetaurilia (!), and 
p. 523 (end of porcus) the old view and the new (partly distorted) are in open 
conflict. Add. 
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opposition must be broadened to a tripartite system which can be 
paralleled from the other domestic animals: 


I male female young 
sheep aries outs agnus 
bovine laurus bós vitulus 
swine aper SUS porcus. 


But the fact that, especially with the pig, the male is only of 
very limited use for the breeder, naturally leads to the expression 
for the male being more or less restricted to the wild animal which 
necessitates partly the epicene use of the word for the female 
(e.g. sZs in suovetaurilia), partly the introduction of a new word 
(e.g. verrés which is simply ‘ male’). Hence we must regard IE 
*szs as denoting originally the female of the species, the sow 
only. 

The etymon of *szs is also clear now. The oft repeated alleg- 
ation that it is based on an onomatopoeic sZ' breaks down on 
the fact that the animal’s noise is imitated by words of a different 
shape such as Gk. "ege, Lat. grundire, Engl. grunt or Gk. xot, 
xotķew, Germ. qwzeckem, Lithu. Z9$Z#6, etc.?. Those who use 
Skt. s#kara— as evidence for sē as the animals noise (° the animal 
that makes sz’) 3 fail to note that sz£ara- must contain the inhe- 
rited IE word *sz— ‘ pig’ and not onomatopoeic sz-; it is quite 
clear that s#kara— is a derivative *sz—£a-, found in other areas 
also, enlarged with a suffix —a- which may be IE —/o- (in that 
case *sZ£olo- ~ Lat. sūcula) or simply transferred from other 


* A staunch defender of this view arose in Kretschmer («Glotta», 13, 
1924, 132 f.); cf. E. Miiller-Graupa (« Glotta », 19, 1931, 72) and recently Pfister, 
« IF », 61, 1954, 98. 

? Cf. Nehring, Studien zur idg. Kultur und Urheimat (see 312, fn. 2) 114, 
who oddly thinks that sZs is a Finno-Ugrian loan although he admits (p. 115) 
that all ‘ other’ Finno-Ugrian words for pig are borrowed from Indo-European. 
Polivanov's Chinese source is effectively disposed of by R. A. D. Forrest, Zhe 
Chinese Language, 1948, 123; Benveniste, « BSL», 45, 1949, 90 f., although 
Trubatev (Protsxozdenije nazvanij domasnix zivotnyx v slavjanskix jazykax, 
Moscow 1960, 62) seems inclined to assume « Urverwandtschaft ». 

3 Kretschmer (l. c.) who swayed Hofmann (Walde-Hofmann, II, 636 f.), 
Specht (« KZ», 59, 1932, 281), at least temporarily (see his recantation at 
Ursprung, 33), and, most recently, Vasmer (REW, Il, 593). 
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animal names such as eyagZra- ‘ tiger’, etc. *. The only clear sour- 
ce? for IE *szs is indeed the noun derived from the verbal base 
*sz- ‘bring forth’, based on the impressive and most useful 
litters of the pig ?. 

There is however one further point to note. IE *szs is not a 
word coined for the sow. It is simply the application of the term 
*szs, coined for humans, to the animal world, in particular to 
the pig, va the often found term ' mother-pig' (e.g. Hungarian 
anya-koca). Note especially Polish mactora «mère d'animaux, 
truie », ultimately from IE *;er *. 

This result is important from the point of view of relative 
chronology. IE *szs ‘the female who has brought forth/can bring 
forth’ (ie. ‘mother in actuality or potentiality’ = ' wife’) 
precedes the well-known word *g*"ez-. The latter word usually 
plays an important part in the form *g”exd@ in discussions of the 
origin of gender in Indo-European 5. But this is a secondary form 
of the original nasal stem *g7en—, and even so a late coinage as is 
clear both from its retention in practically all Indo-European 
languages and from its origin °. 

What has been said so far is apt to throw light on the word 
which, we have suggested ?, denoted the Indo-European ‘ exten- 
ded family’, ie. *swe. For ‘family’, the Indo-European lan- 
guages coined an appropriate term rather late, in their separate 
lives, which accounts for the great variety of expressions; cf., e.g., 


r See M. Bloomfield, « AJPh», 12, 1891, 253, and now Wackernagel- 
Debrunner, A¿Gr., II, 2, 541; Benveniste, « BSL», 45, 1949, 862, also on the 
Indian reinterpretation as ‘who makes sz’. 

2 Specht, Ursprung, 123, hesitatingly connects *sZzs with Old Norse 
saur— ‘dirt’, Goth. Sisauljan ‘ bedraggle’, which was long rejected by Walde 
(Walde-Pokorny, II, 513). 

3 I am glad to be in agreement on this basic point with P. Thieme, Dze 
Heimat der idg. Gemeinsbrache (Abhandlungen, Akademie der Wissenschaften, 
Mainz, 1953/11), 36 f. See also A. Magarifios, « Emerita», r, 1933, 129-134, 
esp. 132. 

4 See Brückner, Sfownzk etymologiczny jezyka polskiego, 1957, 325 f., but 
especially Rozwadowski, « BSL », 25, 1925, 118. Add. 

5 See, e.g., Martinet, « BSL », 52, 1957, 92; Fodor, « Lingua », 8, 1959, 34. 

6 As will be shown elsewhere; for the moment, cf. «AION-L», 2, 1960, 30°. 

? See above, p. 312 f. 
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Lat. familia, Slav (Old Russian) stmeja, etc.t The early insti- 
tutions required only a wider term comprehending several gene- 
rations. The Greek form yévog illustrates the fact that these terms 
were mostly based on verbal roots meaning ‘ beget’ or “bring 
forth’. It seems therefore obvious that IE *swe- represents a 
nominal formation from the verb *sz-, namely a thematized form 
*su—elo- (or *suH-elo-) which developed into *s(z)w-elo-. The 
meaning was ‘ (all) that has been born, the kin’. 

We are now in a better position to approach the problem 
presented by IE *swesor-. As we have seen above, the meaning 
of this compound was, in Meillet's words, «le membre femelle du 
groupe». The first part is now clear: *swe is ‘the kin, the exten- 
ded family’. But we also know now that there was a general 
term for ‘woman, wife’ in the form *sz—-s. It would seem there- 
fore that «the female member of the extended family» started life 
as *swe-sz-. If the Indo-European languages show a *swe—sor— 
instead, the explanation will be that *szwe-s#—, intimately connected 
with *fater—- *mater— *bhrá'er-, underwent their influence and 
became *swe-su—er—, i.e. *sweswer-, which then developed into 
*swéswor— and, by dissimilation, *swesor—. At this stage the meaning 
«woman of the family» was still felt and therefore the notion 
«woman» was borne by the new second element —sor- which 
was used, among others, in the numeral *Zisres from *tri—s(o)r-es ?. 

To sum up. The kinship term *szsZs represents the descriptive 
expression ‘the son's wife’, a compound *s2xz—s#s which was 
shortened to *siizusus and then syncopated to *szzsus. The 
words *szu- and *sz- both present the basic root *sz- ' to bring 


* Cp. C. D. Buck, Dictionary of selected synonyms in the principal Indo- 
European languages, 1949, 133 £., 1316 f. 

? These views are of course at variance with explanations advanced in 
recent times, ie. that it is a ‘suffix’ —soz— (Burrow, The Sanskrit Language, 
1955, 202), or to be explained in varying ways in the different words (*sw-esór, 
*uksor fem. of *ubson ' bull’, etc., Pisani, Miscellanea Galbiati, III, 1951, r f.). 
Let me add however that I do not believe in Av. A27237 continuing an IE *sor— 
(see at present Mayrhofer, in Studien zur idg. Grundsprache, 1952, 33 f., 38 f.), 
nor am I convinced that Anatolian —saza— reflects the word in question. Inci- 
dentally, *sór was not ‘invented’ by Meringer as is often claimed (e.g. by Pi- 
sani), it goes back to Pott and Bopp at least, s. Delbrück, Die idg. Verwandt- 
schaftsnamen, 462. See also above, 3137, and Add. 
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forth ', the root-noun *sz- being used as an agent noun ‘ bringer 
forth, mother, woman’, while *sz»x-— is ‘ the product, the child’. 
Since however a son was more important — we may recall the well- 
known fact that in primitive times only the sons are counted, the 
daughters are ignored — and a daughter could always be referred 
to as *sZ-, *sūnu— was restricted to the meaning ‘son’. 
The verbal root *sz- also supplied the noun *swe— ‘the 
extended family’. It was now possible to distinguish between 
‘the woman from outside, the son's wife’ and ' the (young) women 
of the extended family’, between *szzu-—sz- and *swe-sz-, and 
the latter, forming a closer group with the names of the other 
members of the family, was eventually transformed under their 
influence into *swesor-. It was also natural to refer to the 
heads of the extended family as *swé-£oru- and *swe—korü-, 
forms which eventually resulted in *swékuros and *swek(u)ris’. 
In the meantime, a more vivid term "*e"ez- ‘woman, wife’ had 
come into (slang?) use which proved a successful rival of the old 
word *sz-, so that this could be restricted to the animal world 
and survives as the general Indo-European word *sZzs ‘sow’. 
The relevant segment of the hierarchy of Indo-European 
kinship-terminology can be summed up in the following diagram: 


Ist generation *swékuros *swek(u)riis (for outsiders, in- 
cluding the daugh- 
ter-in-law) 

* pater *mater (for their children) 
*awos * aqu (for their grand- 
children) 

2nd generation *sz»ws ^ *swésor *sdimusus (for parents) 


* It will be seen that, contrary to the view of earlier scholars who held 
that *szusas might have been reshaped after *swe£rzs (e.g. Delbrück, Die 
idg. Verwandtschaftsnamen, 534), it is *s"uszs that is far easier to explain. 
But we need not go now to the other extreme and conclude that *sweerzs 
was reshaped after *szuszs; that would be unlikely in view of the relationship 
of the persons involved. We might however think that *szs, the early word for 
‘woman’, influenced the antecedent of *swekris. But *koru— seems to offer 
a satisfactory explanation for both terms, with *sweérds as a regular feminine, 
and it is better to accept that there were several kinship terms in —Zs, arisen 
independently of each other. 
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after in- 
novation' *sznus — *dhugh(2)er *sunusüs (for parents) 
rearranged *bhratér *swesdr (among themsel- 
as ves °) 
3rd generation *wepós *nepti (for the grandpa- 


rents). 


3) The IE masculine *foti-s ' master, lord’ and the corres- 
ponding feminine *potn7 ‘ mistress, lady’ are attested in a number 
of languages, both as simple nouns and as second members of 
compounds. It will suffice to list some of the data at this stage ?. 

The masculine is presented by Skt. $4£Z-—À ' master, owner, 
possessor, lord ruler, sovereign; husband’, Avest. pati- ' master, 
ruler; husband ’; Gk. méotg ‘ husband’; Lithu. patis pàżs ‘ husband ’; 

the feminine by Skt. pátnī ‘mistress, lady’, Gk. mócvi« 
‘mistress, lady’. 

These forms are also found in compounds: Skt. ddém—pati—- 
‘lord of the house; (dual:) master and mistress, man and wife’; 
A vest. ding patois «des (gebietenden) Herrn >, nmdand. pati- ‘ ma- 
ster of the house’; Lithu. vies-pazis ‘ lord, sovereign, god’; Goth. 
órüb-fabs, ~fads, gen. -fadis ‘bridegroom’, hunda-faps, -fads 
« centurio p, jzsundi-fabs, dat. pl. —fadim «x Xlapyxos »; 

Skt. /ndra—patni ‘ wife of Indra’, vivd—patni ‘ wife of a hero’, 
sa—pátnz ‘ wife (together with others, i.e. one of two or more wives) ’ 
= Avest. ha-pa@ni «Nebenweib » *; Avest. damgnd.paOni, nmané. 
paQ@ni ‘mistress of the house’ 5; OLithu. vzespatni ‘ mistress, lady ’. 

The question that interests us here is of course the relation 


* I mean the innovation that led to the creation of *dhratér and *dhu- 
ghater; the latter made it possible for *swesdr to be used by the brothers only. 

2 With further terms such as *daitwér *yenatér etc. Add. 

3 See Walde-Pokorny, II, 77 f.; Pokorny, 842; Walde-Hofmann, I, 660, 
II, 350. 

4 Continued in NPers. vasnī, Pashto dan 'co-wife', Sogd. pæne (pan- 
anc), s. Henning, Sogdica, 1940, 16 f. Gershevitch, Grammar of Manichaean 
Sogdian, 1954, 47, 61, 159. 

5 This survives in Sogdian 0fi'ón ‘lady’ and MPers. bdnbisn (-pa@ni > 
—bisn), cf. Tedesco, «BSL», 26, 1925, 64; Henning, Sogdzca 17 f. (and on MPers. 
Saganbinbisn = zën MLKT', Queen of the Saka’, «BSOS», ro, 1941, 949 f.); 
Gershevitch, oc, 25, 47; Benveniste, « Journal Asiatique», 242, 1954, 301; 
Henning, in Handbuch der Orientalistik, YV[1, 1958, 94 (unpublished Sogdian 
pPmpwstth = bambuste ‘ queens’, a Persian loan). 
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of masculine *5oz-, an —;-stem, to feminine *potnī, apparently 
formed from a more archaic consonantal stem *poft-, Just as 
important is the problem of formation: the suffix appears to be 
—^2 instead of the ‘normal’ —. But before we can tackle these 
problems, we must clear up several points which have been imported 
into the problem in the last generation or so and are, it is to be 
feared, well on the way to becoming the standard view. These 
problems are as follows: 


a) the extent of the comparative material; 
6) the original meaning of *5oz—; 
c) the distribution of *5oz- [| *5otz—. 


The comparative material, static for a long time, was enriched 
in 1951 by an unexpected addition from the Germanic languages. 
In one of his brief etymological suggestions Holthausen claimed 
that «Ne. fad ‘stark, tapfer, gross’ beruht auf ae. *fæd = Lat. 
potis», and this has now been incorporated in the new Indo- 
European etymological dictionary. But the fact is that no such 
(Ne. =) Modern English word exists. It is not found in the Aer 
English Dictionary, nor in Wright's English Dialect Dictionary. 
Checking is of course made rather difficult by Holthausen's quoting 
the form without any reference to its source. Nevertheless the 
source of his error can be pinned down with sufficient accuracy. 
The new Middle English Dictionary, now in course of publication, 
lists the Middle English (not «Ne. >) word fad(e), found in Northern 
texts only, which has the following meanings: 2) having the char- 
acter of a foe, an intruder, or a transgressor: inimical, hostile, 
troublesome; violating (a vow); 4) having the spirit of a warrior: 
eager for battle, bold, fierce. The editors also suggest, quite reason- 
ably, that the word is apparently a participle formed on Norse 
Zë ‘foe, enemy zs That this is the word Holthausen labelled 
« Neuenglisch » becomes clear when one pursues it in the lexico- 
graphical tradition. F.H. Stratmann's Middle English Dictionary, 
revised by H. Bradley, attributes, albeit with a query, the meanings 


* Holthausen, « KZ », 69, 1951, 167; Pokorny, 842. Mayrhofer also ac- 
cepts it, see further on. 
? See H. Kurath-Sh. M. Kuhn, Middle English Dictionary, Part E. 3, 


1953, 360. 
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' great, powerful’ to the adjective fade'. Finally, Ed. Mátzner's 
meritorious Altenglische Sprachproben nebst einem Wórterbuche s.v. 
fade? notes that the word recalls ONorse fddr « splendidus > and 
states that it is used in the metaphorical sense «tüchtig, tapfer, 
gewaltig >. There can be no doubt that this is the word that, with 
slight alterations, appears as Holthausen's fed «stark, tapfer, 
gross >. Nor can there be any doubt that an OE fed of this meaning 
never existed and should urgently be returned to limbo ?. 
Recent trends in the philologist's unenviable but inescap- 
able work concerned with the semantic aspects of his quarry have 
also led to results which cannot be allowed to go unchallenged. 
As has been pointed out above, IE *2Ao#—s and *potnt have the 
well-defined meaning ' master, lord; husband' and ' mistress, 
lady’ respectively, and this meaning had been regarded as ' ori- 
ginal' for a very long time. Schrader seems to have been the 
first to call in question this view. He pointed out that, besides 
*poti- ‘master; husband’, there was also a pronominal *poti— 
meaning ‘he himself’, attested by Avestan x"aepat;-, Lithu. pat 
and Gk. ti(o)te, and concluded that the coexistence in the Indo- 
European parent language of both meanings and functions was 
not only beyond dispute but even implied that the pronominal 
function was earlier — since in Russian, too, the popular term for 
the head of the family was sam ‘ himself’, and the same was true 
of Scandinavian and English terms‘. This reconstruction was 
taken up by Holger Pedersen who added Hittite paz ‘ self’ to the 
previously available evidence and again gave as parallels for the 
semantic development from ‘ self’ to ‘ master’ Lat. z5se, dialectal 
Danish an selv ‘master of the house’, kun selv ‘ mistress of the 


* P. 206 of the 1940 reprint of the 1891 edition. 

? Vol. II, 1885, 62. 

3 Less obviously mistaken is Holthausen’s other suggestion (« KZ », 
72, 1955, 198) that OEngl. faðu, OFrisian fede, Middle Low German vade ‘ aunt, 
father’s sister’ is to be connected with Lithu. pati (sic) Gk. móvwwx, Skt. 
patni, although even here it seems more natural to assume a (nursery) shor- 
tening *faðð from a derivative of *faóer — as is usually done; cf. Falk-Torp, 
Wortschatz der germanischen Spracheinheit, 1909, 227; Walde-Pokorny, II, 4. 

4 This is reproduced from Schrader-Nehring, Reallexikon der idg. Alter- 
tumskunde, I°, 1917-23, 216 f. but see the earlier treatment in Schrader’s 
Sprachvergleichung und Urgeschichte, 113, 1907, 337 f. 
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house”. But the most impressive formulation of this doctrine 
has been presented by Benveniste, and in order to assess its value 
we must summarize the main arguments °, especially as more 
recent reference works have already accepted the hypothesis as 
an established fact?. 

The meaning « maitre, chef », says Benveniste, is clearly seen 
in Skt. pati-, Gk. 9eonóvrc, Lat. potis, Lithu. viešpats, Goth. 
brupfabs, etc. But a homonym of the noun *2ez-[*5ot(2)- exists 
in the particle *5e7-[* 507(2)- ° self’ attested by Hittite —Ae#, A vest. 
—paiti, Lat. —pte, Lithu. —pat. Pedersen decided that the latter 
showed the primary meaning but the parallels adduced do not 
amount to a proof: «l'emploi de zgse pour le maître de maison 
est un simple fait de ' parole’, il n'a jamais atteint le niveau de 
la 'langue'» (p. 260). Slaves of the Greek or Roman comedy 
may express themselves in this way, but not free men in the solemn 
language of cult or poetry. This use of Zóse, or abt6¢, has never 
produced a lexical item for ' master ', nor any derivatives based 
on it. Benveniste thinks that the distribution of the various forms 
provides a much more reliable clue: the fact that Hittite has only 
the particle —2e7 suggests that ' master’ is likely to be secondary. 
Hittite —2e is ‘ self’ rather than ‘ same’, and the particle attaches 
itself to pronouns; cf. Avestan x"az-pazti- «soi-même », x"aepaz- 
Oya-, etc. «De cet emploi on peut tirer l'explication du *2ez-/ 
pot- nominal, suffixé et nominalisée par — dans *foti—, qui signi- 
fiera la personne en propre, le Zäre » (p. 261). This use is conditioned 
by the qualifier: *dems poti- is «' le ¿pse de la maison, l'étre méme 
de la famille’, celui qui personnifie la cellule sociale > (ibid.). 

This conclusion is confirmed by Lat. hospes, from *ghos—pet-, 
who is «' le Zäre" plutôt que le maitre de la prestation réciproque 


t Cf. «Archiv Orientální», 7, 1935, 80 f.; esp. 84 f.; Hiffitisch und die 
anderen indoeuropüischen Sprachen, 1938, 76 f. 

2 Benveniste, < Word », 10, 1954, 260 f. 

3 Walde-Hofmann, II, 379; Pokorny, 842; Frankel, Zztaudsches etymolo- 
gisches Wörterbuch, $52; Mayrhofer, EZym. Dict., III, 1958, 200. Note also 
Kuiper, Votes on Vedic noun-inflexion, 1942, 66; Havers, Neuere Literatur zum 
Sprachiabu, 1946, 138 f.; Liebert, Das Nominalsuffiix -ti- im Altindischen, 1949, 
142"; Frankel, Die baltischen Sprachen, 1950, 32; Mayrhofer, in Studien zur 
idg. Grundsprache, 1952, 40; Trubatev, ZsforZja slaujanskix terminov rodstva, 
1959, 181 f. Add. 
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désignée par *ghost(z)—», and by a number of words in —zo—, such 
as Lat. dominus, Goth. Aindins, etc., which cannot derive the 
meaning ‘chief’ from —z#o— but define the person in question 
as «celui de la domus, de la gens’, ... qui agit en son nom et 
a autorité sur elle» (p. 262). Thus the source of *5ofz- < maitre > 
is to be found in compounds with *5ozi as second member; Skt. 
pati- ‘master’, eg., is extracted from compounds with —pati— 
where the first member defined the area of reference. The two 
main factors of the development are «la nominalisation de la 
particule *5e7-[*5oft— en *poti— et l'emploi de la particule avec un 
pronom pour souligner l'ipséité ... L'homme qualifié d'un titre 
en *Ao#— est, à l'origine, non le chef ou le maitre, mais le repré- 
sentant de la division sociale > (p. 263). 

These relations are well represented in Latin, continues 
Benveniste, although the predominance of ‘power’ in potens, 
potestas, etc., has obscured the coherence of the group. The point 
of departure is the inherited particle in (#ea)pte which underlines 
«ce qui est en propre, l'ipséité» (p. 263). The troublesome utpote 
is not «comme il est possible» but « comme il est propre (à la 
circonstance), comme il est naturel», and the comparative potius, 
superlative potissimum presuppose a positive pofe «juste, préci- 
sément, proprement », like Hitt. -5az. Hence the nominal forms 
acquired the meaning «qui est en propre», denoting possession 
as «propriété >, and compos sui is «qui est en possession de ses 
esprits», possideo, with poti-, is «occuper comme sien propre», 
the archaic ore «proprium facere, faire de quelque chose le 
bien propre de quelqu'un ». Finally, potis comes to be used predi- 
catively, and potis sum facere, literally «je suis à méme de faire, 
ipse sum qui faciam y, becomes «je peux faire». With this step 
the notion of power is established and we are at the end of the 
long process which from the primitive particle of identification 
led to the unfolding of a distinct, important and productive group 
of nominal formations. 

This is a very impressive and imaginative picture indeed. 
The author does not shirk any of the problems posed by the variety 
of usages, they are all traced back to a common, elementary and 
primeval source. Some might think that the simplicity of the 
scheme is achieved at a cost: the initial particle is provided with 
a meaning which with its plasticity allows the writer to endow 
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it with further, rather vague, variations such as ' zpsézzé' which 
on some readers might have a numbing rather than enlightening 
effect. Those who will still have difficulties in bridging the gap 
between a primitive "äre" and the well-established meaning 
‘master, lord; husband’ will at this stage recall that Benveniste 
himself argued at the beginning that zóse ' master’ — and the same 
is true of the other pronouns usually adduced, e.g. Russ. sam — 
never became an integral part of ' langue ', has always been con- 
demned to the level of ‘ parole’. And it would indeed require a 
great effort to visualize *dems poti—, defined, surely somewhat 
cryptically, as «le Zäre de la maison, l'étre méme de la famille, 
celui qui personnifie la cellule sociale », under the more controllable 
disguise of, say, Lat. **z5se domůūs?. Nor will one easily free 
oneself of the haunting recollection that the faultlessly logical and 
mathematically beautiful constructions are nearly always surroun- 
ded by an aura of ahistoricity, a strange failure to appreciate the 
changes that sheer lapse of time will introduce in the system, and not 
only in isolated lexical items. This is especially true of formational 
classes (e.g. the configuration of —#— and —4- stems changing 
along the time-axis not only in their components but also in the 
function of the suffix 3), but no less true of isolated items. And 
when one reads that the meaning ' husband ', attested by Skt. 
pati- and Gk. móc, is not to be understood as denoting the hus- 
band ‘merely’ as the ‘ master’ of his wife — that would satisfy 
only « une conception simpliste de la conjugalité indo-européenne » 
— but rather to be viewed in the light of ancient customs reflected 
by a Gothic word (p. 262), one grows apprehensive of the time- 
axis once again. And when we finally learn that the Gothic word 
is brup-fabs whose structure is said to be illumined by the modern 
forms Bräutigam, bridegroom (OEngl. &ryd-guma), in which —faps 
has been replaced by the (!) word for ‘man’ in order to indicate 


r It is interesting to note that sam does have derivatives (saméc ‘ male’ — 
sdmka ‘ female’) but they stopped at the point of sex-distinction, and never 
advanced to the heights of social hierarchy denoted by *Jozz— | *potni. 

2 On Lat. ise ipsimus (—a) see Heraeus, Kleine Schriften, 1937, 78 f. 
and the references there given; Thesaurus Linguae Latinae, VIII, fasc. 3, 1962, 
344, 13 f. 

3 I have pointed out these difficulties in my review of Benveniste's Noms 
d'agent et noms d'action, € Archivum Linguisticum », 1; 1950, 187-191. 
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«' l'homme de la mariée’, c'est à dire ‘le partenaire masculin 
de la rāti ' », we can clearly see that this comparison of the Gothic 
term with the others is completely ahistorical. It ignores the vital 
fact that -fabs is different from guma and if the Goths had whished 
to say ‘ the bride’s man’ they could have said Art? leng just 
as easily as their Western brethren did later. For the historically 
minded person the change in the form indicates, not persevering 
identity of the content, but a very important change in social relat- 
ions, or at least the linguistic codification of a change that had 
already occurred. It may be that for a Goth of the 4th century 
brupfaps had simply become the (only partly motivated) term 
for ‘ bridegroom’, but we cannot identify —faps with guma, let 
alone project the Gothic compound in the curious form *2¿+g#— 
poti— into Indo-European and suggest that *5oZ— was there, too, 
simply the ‘male partner’. If it is shocking or ‘ simplist’ for a 
Western woman to call her husband her ‘master’ — although 
in England only a short time ago ‘my lord’ would have caused 
no sense of humiliation — it might be useful to recall that, even 
at the present time, a Hungarian wife refers to her husband as 
«az uram y (‘my master’) without ever blushing for shame, and 
others speak, with the same unconcern, of her « ura > ( her master ’). 
There can be little doubt that the Indo-European linguistic usage 
reflects (the memories?) of the same social situation, and the 
Gothic word, or the Latin «ubi tu Caius, ego Caia», cannot be 
used even to make plausible that IE *potd/*potnt were simply 
ipse] ipsa (p. 263). (Add.) 

In view of the far-reaching conclusions based on the Hittite 
particle, the comparatist will wish to ascertain the facts. Although 
there is no comprehensive treatment of the particle, the facts are 
fairly well known. But, to begin with, we should note that even 
the reading is still uncertain. The cuneiform sign used to indicate 
the particle can be read as pé, piż or pat in Hittite texter, Even 
if we accept the claim that pe is not really used 2, the reading pz¢ 


* Cf. Friedrich, Hethitisches Keilschrift-Lesebuch, Part II: Schrifttafel und 
Erklärung, 1960, 18, no. 51. 

2 See Götze, Madduwattas, 1933, 55 f; Güterbock, «Zeitschrift für As- 
syriologie >, 42 (N.F. 8), 1934, 225 f.; Pedersen, « Archív Orientální», 7, 1935, 
80 f; Hiftitisch, 76 f.; Sommer-Falkenstein, Die hethitisch-akkadische Bilingue 


344 Further Greek syncopes and cases, etc. 





(i.e. pez?) is still a possibility and our uncertainty will only be 
removed if one day a clear spelling —pe-et(pi-it) or —pa-at will 
turn up’. The reading -pat is favoured today purely on etymo- 
logical grounds: because the use of the particle seems identical with 
that of the Lithuanian ' particle of identity’, pat ?. 

Much more important is the problem of meaning. As we 
have seen, Benveniste accepts as a fact that —2e7 means « méme» 
(«apas- pet 'lui-méme, précisément lui’») and then proceeds to 
make a sharp distinction between «l'identité comme permanence 
de l'objet » and «l'identité comme opposée à l'altérité: ' lui-méme ' 
à l'exclusion de tout autre», exemplified by Gothic sama ' same’ 
and silba ‘self’ respectively and concludes that it is ‘ self’ that 
is expressed by Hitt. -pat and Lithu -pat (p. 261). In view of the 
immense consequences of the definition one must ask wheter it is 
in agreement with the facts. And if one looks into the matter one 
finds that it is far from being so, it is simply Pedersen's attempt 
to reconcile the multitude of usages with an Indo-European etymon. 

The function of —gat (to continue to use this convenient form) 
was first explored in a pioneer-article by the late Ferdinand Som- 
mer’. He noticed that in vocabulary-entries two different Akka- 
dian (or Sumerian) words could appear with the same Hittite 
interpretation, but accompanied by -é in the second case. This, 
he concluded, suggested the meaning «ebenfalls». Similarly 
QATAMMA-—pé would be «ebenso», and apedani—pé UD-żi «an 
eben dem Tage», etc. But the increase of material led to the 
recognition of an ever widening range of the particle and the 
essentials are now inventoried in Friedrich's grammar *. He notes 
the following usages: 


des Hattusili, I, 1938, 397, 221; but also Sturtevant, « Language», 13, 1937, 
285 f. 

t We can only echo Hrozny’s regret (« Orientalistiche Literaturzeitung », 
35, 1932, 258) that the only form that might decide the question, z—£-2a- 
a{¢?] at K Bo 5, 3 III 31, is broken. Sommer (o. c., 39?) seems to me too confident. 

2 Pedersen, ZZ, 77: «Nach der Etymologie (lit. Aaf u.s.w.) wird 
man ‘fiir unser Wort die Lesung 227 wählen müssen», although at « Archiv 
Orientální », 7, 88, iż was still admitted. It is interesting that Benveniste gives 
the Hittite particle both as —2Z and as —az. 

f 3 Sommer, «Orientalistiche Literaturzeitung », 24, 1921, 197-201. 
4 Friedrich, Hethitisches Elementarbuch, 17, 1960, 150-1. 
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a) Added to a noun or pronoun, with reference to something 
already mentioned, it means «eben x: 


1) ‘If the master of a slave is ready to make amends, 
he may do so’; takku mimmai-ma nu Ir-an-pat šūizzi «wenn er 
sich aber weigert, so muss er eben den Sklaven verstossen »'. 

2) nu-kan ' Uhha-LU-i¥ aruni anda DA UG, DUMUMES- 
SUNU-ma-za arha sarrandat nu-kan i-a$ SA A ADR DA Aaf 
esta 1-as-ma-hkan arunaz arha uit «und Ubha-LU starb (im 
Meere =) auf einer Insel. Seine Sóhne aber trennten sich vonein- 
ander, und der eine blieb eéezda auf der Insel, der andere aber 
ging (aus dem Meere =) von der Insel weg ». 


3) Hence apads—pat = «eben der, idem»: ‘If a slave 
runs away and goes to an enemy country’ — £uis-an EGIR-$a 
uwategzi nan—zan apas—pat das «so kann ihn, wer ihn zurück- 
bringt, eben der an sich nehmen» ?. 


ç ), 


6) Attached to a possessive pronoun, it means "own": 
takku LU-«s apél-pat annasas katta wastai ‘If a man 
violates his own mother...’ 3; SAG.DU-K A-2at ' thy own head ’. 


c) With the predicate, —pat means 4 SESCH auch, auch 
noch », ' likewise, also’: 
' When my father died, my brother Arnuwanda acceded 
to the throne’ — EGIR-a»—Aa-as irmaliyattat pat. ' but then 
he likewise became ill’. 


d) A frequent meaning of —gaz, linked with nouns or adjec- 
tives and pronouns, is ‘ only’: 


r Hittite Law Code, Y, 95 (47), translation after Friedrich's Die Hethiti-. 
schen Gesetze, 1959, 47. Compare Goetze’s slightly different translation — which 
also illustrates the difficulty of rendering the particle in English — in Ancient 
Near Eastern Texts relating to the Old Testament (ed. J. B. Pritchard, 1955?, 
193 B): ‘If his master says: «I will make compensation in his stead >, he may 
do so; but if he refuses, he will lose the slave’. 

? Cp. Goetze's translation (o. c., 190 A, Law Code, I, 23): * whoever brings 
him nevertheless back, shall receive him (the slave) himself’, and Friedrich's 
slightly different version in Gesefze (p. 23): «so kann eben der, der ihn wieder 
herbringt, ihn an sich nehmen ». 

3 Goetze, o. c., 196 § 189. 
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I) &appuwantes-pat-mu-&an antuhšeš iXparter ‘only a 
few men escaped me’. 

2) nu-za lR-ZU-pat dài sarnikzil NU.GAL ‘he takes 
only the slave, there is no reparation’ '. 

3) man ki-pat namma-ma- tamai NU.GAL kuitki ‘if 
it is only this, and nothing else ...’. 


e) Less frequently, -pat means «trotzdem», ' nevertheless ’: 


nu-sa man irmalanzas-a esta PUTUS!-ma-ta ANA 
ASAR ABI.KA tittanunun-pat «und obwohl du krünklich warst, 
habe ich, die Sonne, dich trotzdem in die Stellung deines Vaters 
eingesetzt». But, perhaps, too much emphasis is laid on the 
contrast — cp. Goetze's rendering: “although you were ailing, I, 
the Sun, put you in the place of your father ' 2. 


A neat summary of these usages is given by Friedrich himself: 
I) «eben (der, die, das erwähnte)» (= a here). 
2) «auch» (= £) 


3) «nur» (=Z) 


4) (with a possessive:) « eigener » (= b) š. 


One cannot help noticing that this range of uses can hardly 
be reduced to « méme». It was Pedersen who suggested that the 
meaning of the ' particle of identity’ was «ipse, ipsius », and it is 
obvious that he was misled by translation-devices 4, especially 
by ‘lui-même’, ‘elle-même’, '(son) propre’ in Hrozny's trans- 
lation of the Code Hittite. Butin most cases the translation is 
wrong. Pedersen established this value almost exclusively from 
the Hittite Law Code. His evidence was as follows >: 


Law Code I 5 (13): ( If a Hittite merchant is killed in the Hatti 
land) zz—za unatalan—pat arnuzi: Pedersen accepts Hrozny's 
« alors le marchand lui-méme il apporte », but Friedrich gives 
«so büsst (?)° er nur den Kaufmann b; 


t Goetze's ‘ he shall gzve (!) just the slave’ (o. c., 190 8 21) is erroneous. 

? Goetze, o. c., 203 À Š 7. 

3 Friedrich, Die Hethitischen Gesetze, 129, s.v. —pat. 

* On this trap, see Firth in: Studies in Linguistic Analysis (Special Vo- 
lume of the Philological Society), Oxford 1957, 27 f. 

5 «Archiv Orientální », 7, 1935, 80 f. 

$ Friedrich unaccountably ignores the discussion of this puzzling term 
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I 9 (23-24): nu-za huninkanza—pat 3 GIN KU.BABBAR 
dai (Pedersen:) «der Verletzte selbst», (Friedrich:) « nur der 
Verletzte >, (Goetze:) ‘only he who... ’; 


I 21 (55): wu-za [R-ZU-pat dai: (Pedersen:) € den Sklaven 
selbst», (Friedrich:) « nur seinen Unfreien >, (Goetze:) ' just 
the slave '; 


I 23 (62): »an-za apás-pat dài: (Pedersen:) « dann bekommt 
er selbst den Sklaven», (Friedrich?) «so-kann eben der... 
ihn an sich nehmen »; 

I 25 (69: nu apàs-pat... pat: (Hrozny:) «lui-même y, 
(Friedrich:) « nur der ... gibt»; 

I 95 (47): nu lR-an-pat šüūizzi: (Hrozny:) «l'esclave lui- 
méme il livre», (Friedrich:) «so muss er eden den Sklaven 
verstossen p; 

I 99 (58): nu apün-pat Šüizzi: (Hrozny:) «alors l'esclave 
lui-même il livre», (Friedrich:) «so muss er eden den betref- 
fenden verstossen »; 

II ss (= Hrozný 170): takku 1R—ta apāš-pat aki: (Pedersen:) 
«wenn ein Sklave, so muss er mit seiner eigenen Person büssen, 
er muss selbst sterben >, (Friedrich:) « wenn (es) ein Unfreier 
(ist), wird eben dieser getótet »; 


I 19 (47): E-dr-set—pat: (Pedersen:) «sein eigenes Haus », 
(Friedrich:) < nur in sein Haus»; 


I 51: (4): E-ZU-pat: (Pedersen:) «sein eigenes Haus», 
(Friedrich:) « zur sein Haus »; 


I 74 (71): amél-pat-wa-za GUD-un dahhi: (Pedersen:) 
«ich werde mir mein eigenes Rind nehmen», (Friedrich:) 
«ich will mein Rind für mich nehmen »; 


II 75 (= Hrozný 189): takku LU-d¥ apél—pat annasas katta 
wastat: (Hrozny:) «si un homme sa propre mère viole»; see 
above under 2). 


by Miss Fiorella Imparati, < La Parola del Passato >, 66, 1959, 187 (: ‘ restore’ 
the corpse to the relatives), as also her interpretation of the phrase parnas- 
sea $uwGiz22 as «allontana (la colpa) dalla sua casa», « Revue Internationale 
des Droits de l'Antiquité », 6, 1959, 74 f. 


348 Further Greek syncopes and cases, etc. 





Pedersen also notes the combination of -paź with the ‘ empha- 
tic’ — added to pronouns: a$ás-Zla-pat « von sich selbst aus, 
aus freien Stücken ». But it is important to note that Zo itself 
expresses «selbst »: w&-zla ‘I myself’, 226—472 ‘you yourself’, apas-zla 
‘he himself ' *, and therefore it is hard to see how —fat¢ could add 
a further «selbst». Similarly, us ANA KURURUKargamis 
URUK argamisas—pat Laf URU-as U-UL daksulait can be trans- 
lated as «im Kargamis-Lande hat nur Kargamiš selbst, die Stadt 
allein, mit ihm Frieden nicht geschlossen», but it is clear that 
Kargamigas—pat comes under 2) above. 

Pedersen maintains that « Von der Bedeutung 'ipse' aus 
lassen sich alle übrigen Verwendungen des Wortes —pat erklären? 
(p. 82), including « fortwáhrend, auch noch, sogar, trotzdem ». But 
in the case of Ja&wwassar-pat even he is forced to admit: « Viel- 
leicht ohne Analogie in den bekannteren modernen Sprachen, aber 
leicht verständlich ist die Verwendung von pat als Verstärkung » 
(p. 83). This example not only shows how difficult it is to translate 
-pat by anything approaching «selbst» — Friedrich renders it 
with «ganz richtig»? — but also that the preconceived idea has 
to be stretched beyond anything acceptable. And this has its 
repercussions even on those cases where Pedersen felt that, in 
the Law Code, «selbst » was unavoidable. We have seen that his 
translations are mostly wrong, and even in the one remaining case 
(a 3, above) where identification seems accepted (apdas—pat < eben 
der, idem >), the meaning « selbst > for —pat is far from being cogent: 
the identity is inherent in the situation but -pat does not express 
it grammatically any more than would, e.g., Greek ye. The same 
applies to the meaning «own»: it is not expressed by -pat but 
by the context or by the possessive, e.g. apél(—pat), SAG.DU-KA 
(-pat). 

The most remarkable feature of the Hittite usage is, however, 
the combination of the particle with verbal forms. There are many 
cases that simply will not fit even into Friedrich's formula (above, c) 
«ebenfalls, auch, auch noch». Pedersen suggests for such cases 
«fortwährend», e.g. (p. 82 f.): naš arha dalahhun nat estr—pat «die 


t See Friedrich, Hethitisches Elementarbuch, 17, 1960, 62. 
? See Die Hethitischen Gesetze, 129. 
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liess ich unbehelligt und sie waren fortwáhrend (in der gleichen 
Weise wie früher) dort >, Audt-ma-za efantat-pat nat harkir « einiges 
aber hielten sie fortwáhrend für sich besetzt und hatten es dauernd ». 
It is clear that pat is given an exaggerated importance — all 
it does is to emphasize the verb — and forcibly equated with 
« ebenso, in der gleichen Weise », itself far removed from « ipse » '. 

If then the Hittite particle proves a rather ramshackle foun- 
dation for an original « self », we may ask whether the Lithuanian 
usage is really so easily equatable with it. With a language, attested 
from the 16th c. only, we must be doubly careful. 

First, we must note that there are actually two forms, usually 
lumped together by philologists. The difference might be insi- 
gnificant, but it might well be important, at least historically. The 
forms in question are: indeclinable pat and inflected pats (obsolete 
patis) masc., paf f. Their use can be summarized as follows *: 


A) pat « selbst» B) pats, pati 
1) with adverbs: I «selbst, selber» with 
cia pat «hier selbst, an Ort pronouns: as pats ‘I myself’ 
und Stelle » jis pats ‘he himself’ (also 
ten pat «dort selbst, gerade pats as, etc.) 
dort, an derselben Stelle » nouns: pats karilius ‘the 
taip pat «auch, ebenfalls; king himself’ 
dergleichen, ebenso»; e.g. patidj Rusijoj ‘in Russia 
jis taip pat atéjo «er kam itself’ 


ebenfalls » 
taip pat kaip (47) «ebenso wie» II « Hervorhebung und Verstár- 


kung »: 
2) between preposition and 1) before nouns: «genau, ganz 
noun, esp. in set phra- gerade » 


* I must confess that Friedrich’s Wörterbuch is rather unhelpful with its 
long string of German ‘ equivalents’ of Hitt. -aż (p. 162). Surely the main 
usages should be listed and carefully classified in a dictionary. The same seems 
to apply to prepositions (e.g. katta) and probably to other items. 

2 See Niedermann-Senn-Salys, Wörterbuch der litauischen Schrifispra- 
che, Litautsch-Deutsch, 1l, 1951, 641 (pat), 672 f. (pats, pati); Dabartinės 
Lietuvių kalbos žodynas, Vilnius 1954, 557 f., 561; Otrebski, Gramatyka tes 
litewskiego, III, 1956, 158 f., esp. 160. 
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ses: «gerade, unmittelbar »: 

pas pàt duris «unmittelbar 
an der Türe» 

pas pat upe «dicht am Flus- 
se» 

i pat gala «bis ganz ans 
Ende > (also with per, iki, 
z$, lig, nuo) 


Sometimes, for greater em- 
phasis, inflected forms are 
used: 


3) not infrequently after the 
demonstratives zas(ai) sts 
(ai), for pats pati: tas pat 
&mogus = 

Usually after zóks Sidks, 
«ein ebensolcher, gerade 
so einer » toks pat likimas 
7; tavęs ldukia «genau so 
ein Schicksal erwartet 
auch dich » 


` 


4 


Sometimes with inflected dir: 
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daba? pats vidurnaktis «jetzt 
(ist es) genau Mitternacht » 

pats ilgumas «die grösste 
Lange » 

jis atéjo pačiù laiků «er kam 
gerade zur (rechten) Zeit» 


priè patiés lángo «dicht am 
Fenster » 

ant paties kdino ‘on the very 
top of the hill ' 


2) after the demonstratives Z¿s 
sis «derselbe, der gleichen 

tas pats žmogus «the same 
man » 


3) Seldom after Zdër Stdks: 
toks pats «the same» 

4) before adjectives: «ganz, 
aller- » 

pats vienas «ganz allein » 

pats pirmasis «der allererste» 

pats gerasis «der allerbeste» 


III replacing the 2nd sg. pro- 


noun Zz: 

ir patiam gerai peln$ti «it is 
good for you to earn 
money ». 
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It will be seen at once that the use (under III) of pats instead 
of a does not properly belong here. It is simply the nominal 
pats ‘man’, used in colloquial language as a vague substitute 
for the 2nd person: ‘it is good for the man to earn money’ is a 
facetious, impersonal form of address. Similarly: aš pas pati 
atéjai ‘ I came to the man = to you’ and eventually, with the 
appropriate change in the person of the verb: pats nieko nežinai 
‘the man knows nothing = you know nothing’. 

It is also clear that the use with adjectives to form superla- 
tives (II 4) is an imitation of the Russian construction with say; ': 
cf. pats pirmasis = samyj pervyj, pats gerasis = samyj xorosij. 
An extension of this type, i.e. contamination of pats accompanying 
the positive and the intended superlative, is seen in istekéjo pati 
jauniausioji dukrelé ‘ the youngest daughter got married’?. This 
again is unlikely to be an independent innovation since the model 
is clearly the Russian sa»yj Zaff? ‘ the best’, samy] bligajs¢j ‘ the 
nearest’, etc. 

But most of the other usages are also too close to corresponding 
Russian constructions to be independent creations. Compare: 


A 2, B II rx: 

pas pat upe u samoj reki 

t pat gala do samogo konca 
patiu laikų v samuju poru 


A 3-4, B II 2-3: 
tas pat (mogus) tot samy] (Celovek) 


toks pat takoj samyj 

B I: 

aš pats, jis pats ja sam, on sam 
pats karilius sam korolb. 


* Cf. Otrebski, o. c., 131. 

2 Cp. Jonas Jablonskis’ strictures in his Rinětiniai raštai, II, Vilnius 
1959, 96 (against pats didžiausias), 298 (pačią pavojingiausig), 347 (pačias 
retkalingiausias), etc. Particularly interesting is his criticism (p. 302) of our 
form: pat jauntausig (for which he prescribes jauniausigj? or patį jaungji) 
and of pats juodziausias (= juodziausias, pats juodasis). Cf. J. Palionis in the 
introduction to this volume, p. 42., and Endzelin, Baltu kalbų garsai ir formos, 
Vilnius 1957, 138. 


24 
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There can be no doubt then that most of the Lithuanian con- 
structions — and the same applies to Latvian' — are calques of the 
corresponding Russian phrases. The only exception is A 1, since 
Russ. sam is not used with local or modal adverbs. 

If then the Baltic use of paz(s) as an auxiliary word of iden- 
tification is an imitation of Russian usage, we must conclude that 
pats was identified, and identifiable, with Russian sam(y7). And 
it is now clear that the identification is based on the colloquial 


and dialectal meaning of sam — ' master’! Russian ja sam could 
be rendered by as pats because sam had the same meaning as 
pats. 


The use of uninflected pat can also be explained as being 
generalized from, e.g., the accusative pati which lost its final 3. 
And once uninflected fat arose, it could be extended as a simple 
‘particle of identity’ to other uninflected forms, such as the va- 
rious adverbs mentioned above. But it is just possible that there 
was an inherited particle pat(z) which could be used as an emphatic, 
later as an identifier, without having, originally at least, any- 
thing to do with the noun gatis. That a particle of identity can 
arise from sources other than 'self' is clearly shown — if proof 
be needed — by Russian Ze which covers the whole range of A 1, 
3-4; cf. zdesb Ze ' (in the same place) here’, tam Ze ‘in the same 
place (there) ', tak Ze ‘in the same way ', fot Ze ‘ the same’, Za£oj 
Ze ‘ the same, of the same kind’, corresponding to Lithu. £z pat, 
ten pat, taip pat, tas pat, toks pat. 

Such an adverbial pat(i?) could be equated with Hittite pat 
although the distance in time and space seems forbidding. It is 
therefore more important to point to other connections, nearer 
both in time and space. 

First, Luvian is now known to possess a particle pa which 
is used either independently, at the beginning of a clause, or after 
other words as an enclitic. In either case its meaning is contrastiv, 
‘but’ ?. Since final — is lost in Luvian (cf. malli ‘ honey ’: Hitt. 


— 


! Cf. Endzelins, Latviešu valodas gramatika, Riga 1951, 540; Mühlenbach- 
Endzelin, Lettisch-deutsches Wörterbuch, III, Chicago 1955, 118.124 f.; Latviesu- 
Krievu vārdnīca, Rigi 1953, 446, 447 f. Mūsdienu latviešu literérds valodas 
gramatika, 1, Riga 1959, 535 f. 

2 Cf, Laroche, Dictionnaire de la langue louvite, 1959, 76, 144. 
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melit, abstracts in —#z: oblique stem —47—) ', Hitt. pat would appear 
as Luvian a, and the same applies to Hieroglyphic Hittite where 
we also find —2-?. As we have noticed above — in Friedrich's 
analysis under e — Hittite 227 can also have a contrastive meaning, 
« trotzdem », ‘nevertheless’, and this would agree with the Luvian- 
Hieroglyphic use. It is worth pointing out that Russian Ze, which 
is a true ' particle of identification’, also has this meaning: oz 
ujedet, ty že ostanesesja ‘he will leave, but you will stay behind’, 
jesli že vy ne xotite ‘ but if you are not willing’, deti spaséso, mato 
Ze pogibla ‘the children were saved, but the mother perished ’. 
In fact, the meaning of že is originally merely contrastive, as can 
be seen in Old Church Slavonic, where we can also see how the 
emphatic use prepares the way for the meaning of identity (Zo 
Ze ‘he indeed’ > the “same "j, 

But the emphatic use is also found in Iranian. At least, Old 
Persian patty and Avestan paiti would seem to show comparable 
uses. 

In the Old Persian inscriptions, patzy is found as a preposition 
proper once only: martiya tya patiy martiyam OQdatiy ava mam 
naiy varnavataiy ‘what a man says against a man, that does not 
convince me'*. The notion of ‘movement against’ is without 
exception expressed by patiš, an enlarged form of *fazz. It is- 
found in ten passages in two slightly different phrases: X ds 
hadi kārā bati Y hamaranam Cartanaiy ‘X came with his army 
against Y to join battle' 5; hamisiya hagmatà paraità patiš X 
hamaranam čartanaiy ‘the rebels assembled (and) came out against 
X to join battle’®. For this reason one might suspect the single 
instance of pati used as a preposition, although our material admit- 
tedly is fragmentary and inadequate. But it is worth noting that 
in the only comparable situation the preposition pariy is used: 


* Laroche, o. c., 132 8 5; « BSL», 55, 1960, 166. 

2 Laroche, o. c., 76; Friedrich, Hethitisches Elementarbuch, 17, 1960, 194. 

3 Cf. Vaillant, Manuel du vieux slave, I, 1948, 349 f. 

4 Darius, AS 21 f., see Kent, Old Persian, 1953?, 138 and (for the trans- 
lation) 140. I adopt henceforth Kent's sigla. On the construction of vrzzu-, see 
Benveniste, « BSL », 47, 1951, 264; our passage is translated at p. 37. 

s DB I 93, II 67, III 36. 43. 

$ DB II 33. 38. 43 f. 52 f. 58, III 65. 


354 Further Greek syncopes and cases, etc. 


kaščiy nary adarsnaus Cy Qastanaiy pariy Gaumütam tyam 
magum yátà adam arasam ‘no one dared to say anything against 
Gaumata the Magian until I came'*. But this is also a hapax, 
and one cannot decide whether one should emend both passages 
and read pariy or patiy in both *. 

However, apart from this single? and, as we have just seen, 
uncertain instance, patiy, when used as a ' preposition ’, is always 
posthositive. It occours with the accusative to indicate time at 
which: OZzravaharakya mapya jiyamnam patiy ‘on the last day 
of the month ©. 4; tyasém hazama abahya xfapavà raucapativa 
ava akunavayata ' what was said unto them by me either by night 
or by day, that was done' 5. Place at which is indicated by the 
instrumental: dra Mada (Pársa) hya viddpatiy ‘the Median 
(Persian) army which (was) in the palace’°, and in the phrase 
‘then him (them) at X uszmaydpatiy akunavam’ or, in passive, 
uemayapatiy akariyatá?. The latter does not contain a locative 
*uemaya from a noun uzma- — usually, and incomprehensibly, 
interpreted as ‘ that which is up from the earth = stake ' — but 


r DB I 53 f., see Kent, o. c., 117, and cp. his translation, p. 120. 

2 [ should mention, however, that on balance the evidence seems in fa- 
vour of reading pariy at NRb 22. Herzfeld (Althersische Inschriften, 1938, 5) 
read pr[s]év; Kent (< Journal of Near Eastern Studies » 4, 1945, 22; Old Persian, 
1397”) substitutes Zog: Or, indicating with : that the gap did not contain a 
sign but was left blank by the engraver because of the rough rock surface. 
Herzfeld's hand-drawn copy of the Old Persian version (at p. 4) seems compa- 
tible with both Zei and sei I feel therefore that, until further evidence, we 
should read ariy not patty. 

3 Kent, « Language », 20, 1944, 10, argued that in addition to NRb 22, 
patiy was prepositive at DB V 2 (which is now gone !) and in fatzpadam (DB 
I 62) which would be from a phrase *Jati padam; but here the compound 
adjective is inescapable. 

^ DB II 62. Cf. Kent, o. c., 122, and, on mdahyd, p. 203. Since the Akka- 
dian version gives a precise date (noted by Hinz, AZfersischer Wortschatz, 1942 
154), JZya»uunam must have had a more precise meaning than the ‘ etymological ’ 
‘end’ (Kent 5.2.,); it was probably = *£vr xal vég’. 

5 DB I 20, cf. Kent, o. c., 117, 119. 

6 DB II 16, III 26, cf. Kent, o. c., 121. 123, 125. 127. The phrase az, 
patty is to be taken literally, not metaphorically (Benveniste, « BSL», 47, 1951, 
34), cf. the Aramaic version, Altheim-Stiehl, Die aramdische Sprache unter den 
A chaimeniden, Lief. 1, 1959, 91 f.; but see also Herzfeld, o. c., 352 f. 

7 DB II 76, 91; III 52, 92. 
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the instrumental of *zz—^aya-, the phrase uzmaydpatiy being 
echoed by Parthian Z'rwódg kr ‘to crucify’ from *dārūü-pati'. 
It is worth noting that the restricted use of the Old Persian pre- 
position, or rather postposition, pati, is at variance with the wider 
use of faz in the Avesta (acc., instr., gen, abl., loc), but agrees 
with that of Skt. prati which is almost exclusively used in the 
accusative, the ablative being found with a small number of 
phrases only, starting with RV prati vastok ' at dawn ';.note also 
that rati is usually postpositive. 

Much more important, from our point of view, is the fact 
that patiy is also found adverbially, as an emphasizing particle, 
which is naturally not easy to render in another language. 

It is found in this function at the beginning of the sentence 
(or a clause) in two sentence-types: patiy duvitiyam (Ssitiyam) 
hamisiya hagmata paraqa patis X hamaranam Cartanaty ‘ again, 
a second (third) time the rebels assembled (and) came out against 
X to join battle’, and $azzy hydparam hamistyad ... ‘ again, later, 
the rebels...'?*. That patzy is not to be taken with the following 
word is indicated by the fact that duvitiyam and hydéparam are 
found as adverbs without a preceding patiy: hauv duvitiyam 
udapatata Pürsaiy ‘he rebelled the second time in Persia ^, 
hydparam ais patiš Artavardiyam hamaranam éartanaty ‘later he 
came against A. to join battle’ +. 

Whatever lingering doubts there may be in these cases, a 
clear adverbial paté appears in the following constructions: 


I) after a demonstrative: ima patimaiy aruvastam ‘ This 
indeed is my activity ' 5, or rather ‘This is my achievement’; 
2) after a relative: tyapatiy adam akunavam utamaiy tya 
pitä akunaus ava visam vasnà Auramasdahé abumá ‘what moreover 








* See my discussion at «KZ», 76, 1959, 76 f. Add. 

* DB II 37. 57, III 77 (patiy duvitiyam); Yl 43 (patiy sittyam); ILI 64 
(patiy Àyaparam). 

3 DB III 23 f. Kent’s ‘inner object’ (o. c., 192) is quite unlikely. Darius 
states that this was the second time a revolt broke out in Persis but this does 
not mean that it was Vahyazddta’s second revolt. 

4 DB III 43. See on this point also Kent, «Language», 20, 1944, 10. 

5 DNb 32 f., see Kent, oc, 139, and for the translation, 140, although 
Kent's view of aruvastam (esp. p. 170) is hardly tenable (see Altheim, Geschi- 
chte der Hunnen, IV, 1962, 17. 20. 22); it is ‘ Heldentat ', or here ‘ Ruhmestat ’. 
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I built, and what my father built, all that by the favour of Ahura- 
mazda we built''; tyapatiy kartam vainataiy naibam ava visam 
vasnd Auramazdaha a&umá ‘ what—ever good construction is seen, 
all that by the favour of A. we built' *; 

3) after a conjunction: yadipatiy maniyahaty tya čiyakaram 
aha ava dahyava ' If now thou shalt think (that): How many are 
the countries ...?' 3; 

4) after a negative: naimá kama tya martiya vindÜayais 
naipatima ava kama yadiy windÜayais naty fra0iyais ‘It is not 
my desire that a man should do harm, nor indeed is that my 
desire, if he should do harm, he should not be punished ’ 4. 

It is clear that aan is used in these cases as an emphasizing 
particle which can be rendered as « auch, dazu, moreover, atque » 5, 
«aussi, encore > 5, or ‘ thereto, again ' 7, although I should prefer 
to start from « dagegen >, ' again, but’. It is also clear, and much 
more important, that this adverbial óz# is identical with the ‘ pre- 
position’ pati and therefore represents IE *potz, a derivative of 
*po (from *a$—o), with the basic meaning «gegenüber, entgegen, 
gegen »?, which developed partly into an adversative ‘ but’ (e.g. 
yadipatiy ° but if’), partly into ‘in addition’. The Avestan evid- 
ence adds nothing to our knowledge?, but it is worth pointing 
out that Old Persian probably has an adverbial patzfam, enlarged 
from patiš, meaning ‘in addition, also ' '*. 

The semantic development is illustrated, in addition to Slavic 
Ze mentioned above, by Gk. mp0¢ ‘against; in addition’, and by 


t Xerxes, Pers. f. 40 f.; Kent, o. c., 150. 

? Xerxes, Pers. a 15 f.; Kent, o. c., 148. 

3 Darius, NRa 38 f.; Kent, o. c., 137 f. 

4 Darius NRb rot: Kent, o. c., 138. 140. 

5 Herzfeld (Althersische Inschriften, 1938, 275) who strangely speaks of 
a ‘conjunction ’. 

6 Benveniste (« BSL», 42/2, 1945, 70) who thinks that, apart from DB 
II 62 and NRb 22, all other passages have the adverb. 

7 Kent, o c., 194. 

8 Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 508 f. Connection with Gk. ¿ni (Ernout- 
Meillet, Dictionnaire étym*+., 518, 527) is incompatible with the meaning and 
vocalism. 

9 See Bartholomae, 42W^5., 822 s.v., I. 

ro See Kent, o. c., 195. 
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Skt. apí which, as a prepositive or postpositive particle, meant 
«en outre, aussi, méme »', « hinzu, obendrein»?, then developed 
into < auch, selbst, sogar, und» and shows a wide application in 
Sanskrit, which includes: 1) af¢ =‘ and’, 2) ‘although’, after 
terms of age ' still’ (62/0 pi ' still a young boy’), 3) after numerals, 
indication of the set being complete: żeşsãm sanndm api ‘ of 
all these six’, and extended to other pronominal forms: Ze pi 
‘all these’, sarve ‘pi ‘id.’, as also ubhdv api ‘both’. The 
development to 222 ‘ and’, also known from Armenian ew ‘ and’, 
and paralleled by Lat. e? (and Gothic ¿p ‘but, however ’!) as 
compared with Gk. En ‘ besides’ and Skt. z# ' beyond ', furnishes 
a useful parallel to the development seen in Luvian pa, while the 
use in zbAàv afi, sarve `pi throws light on Hittite humantes—pat 
« alle zusammen », 2—5a£ «alle beide » °. 

It appears then that, contrary to recent trends, the Hittite 
particle —sat which finds its closest parallel in Old Persian patiy, 
and not in Lithu. faz, must, together with the Old Persian empha- 
tic, be identified with the preposition *Ao#, and has therefore 
nothing to do with the noun *5ozz-s ‘ master’. It is just possible 
that the Lithuanian particle absorbed this preposition, but basic- 
ally it is the noun pats, and its use is simply a calque of Russian 
constructions. 

Before glancing at the situation in Latin, we must discuss 
a further Iranian problem. It has become customary to quote in 
connection with the particle *5o/(7) «selbst » an Avestan x"aZfati- 
«selbst »^. To state the truth right away, such an Iranian pronoun 
does notexist,itwas invented by Bartholomae. At Yast 17, 5, we read: 

atétt bà nomo haomai 
yag vispe anye madinhd aésma hatinte xrvidrvo 
Gat ho yo haomahe maóó asa hataite xvaé. paibe. 
‘and truly honour to Haoma 


* Renou, Grammaire de la langue védique, 1952, 374. Note also how id 
(ibid. 375) develops the meanings « juste, précisément, lui-même ». 

? See for this and the Sanskrit development, Speyer, Vedische und San- 
skrit-Syntax, 1896, 71. 

3 See Friedrich, Die Hethitischen Gesetze, 1959, 129. 

4 Cf. Schrader-Nehring, Reallexikon, 1°, 216; Walde-Pokorny, II, 77; Specht, 
Ursprung 166; Havers, Neuere Literatur zum Sprachtabu, 138 f. ; Walde-Hofmann, 
II, 350; Pokorny, 842; Mayrhofer, Etym Dict., III, 200; Trubacev, o. c., 181. 
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for all other intoxications are accompanied by Aé3ma of the bloody 
club while this intoxication of Haoma is accompanied by ASa...’. 


The form xvaē. Zoe, left blank here, was taken by Bartho- 
lomae from a pronoun *xvaépati- ‘er selber, selbst’, the form 
being the instrumental: «mit Aša selber», ‘by Aša herself’ =. 
Linguistically, this interpretation is untenable — in spite of the 
fact that linguists, who usually do not check the texts, have 
accepted it — and philologically there was never any reason why 
the form xvaé.pa20e should be traced to a pronoun *xvaépate-, 
not found elsewhere, rather than the well-known possessive adjective 
xvaépattya— ‘own’, as was done before Bartholomae? and, I 
am glad to say, after?. There is obviously nothing wrong with 
Lommel’s translation: «aber dem Haumarausch folgt die eigene 
Wahrheit», i.e. ‘ but the intoxication by Haoma is accompanied 
by its own Aša’, or ' Aša who is his very own’. 

To turn to the linguistic problems involved. Bartholomae 
first assumed (l. c.) that his xvaépatz- was to be equated with 
Afghan xpal «selbst», and Suyni x«óa0 'id.'; later he thought 
that Afghan x$a/, which in addition to ‘self’ means ‘own’ also, 
absorbed both his xvaépatz- ‘self’ and xvaépasÜya- ' own'*. 
We know now that xvaépaidya— would have developed into 
Afghan xwébal, so that for xpal only derivation from xvapazüya- 
is acceptable?, and Suyni zzóa0 continues the same form 5. 

For the first part of the compound, xvaé-, Bartholomae 
assumed IE *swoz which, he thought, stood in the same relation 
to the demonstrative nom. sg. Zoo ‘he, that (man) ' as Lat. gui 
to Skt. Zas. Although this interpretation is quite unacceptable, 
such is the force of tradition in Iranian studies that scholars still 
repeat Bartholomae's analysis, perhaps even unaware of what 


* Ai.Wb., 1860; Zum altiranischen Wörterbuch, 1906, 244. 

2 Cf. A.V. W. Jackson, An Avesta Grammar, I, 1892, 71; and Bartholomae 
himself in Grundriss der iranischen Philologie, Y, 1, 1896, 37 (« die eigene »!), 232. 

3 Cf. H. Lommel, Die Vasts des Awesta, 1927, 160. 

4 «IF», 23, 1908, 8o f. 

s Morgenstierne, ZZymologicad Vocabulary of Pashto, 1927, 96-7, as also 
Gauthiot, «MSL », 20, 1916, 4. 

6 Gauthiot, l. c. 
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it was, although he stated quite unequivocally that the meaning 
of his xvaé—pati- was «er selbst»'. But Humbach has shown 
that Gathic Avd is not *kva— but identical with Old Persian Zoe", 
And nothing is gained by assuming that *swoz is the nominative 
of the reflexive because, on the one hand, the alleged nominatival 
-4 (properly —7) is originally confined to the feminine, and extended 
to the masculine in Italic only’, on the other, the reflexive 
does not have a nominative. 

But even if an Avestan xvaépati— is unattested, a derivative 
based on a form of this shape is beyond dispute. The facts are 
well-known. Old Persian (4)weaz-paszya- ‘own’ corresponds 
with Avestan xvaépai0ya- ‘own’ and is, via MPers. x°éBas, the 
source of New Persian et, just as the Avestan form is continued 
by MParthian wxybyh (i.e. x°@béh or x°ébih), wxybyy, and Bud- 
dhist Sogdian yypd, Christian Sogdian xyp6@, Chwarezmian xésk 
(= xubisb)*. The common source of all these forms is Old Iranian 
*xwaipaüya-. The single Old Persian uvdipasiya—-, as against 
uvaipastya— (also attested once only), certainly does not justify 
the assumption of a distinct, vrddhied variant *xwazpa0ya- 5; 
it is quite clearly a scriptio plena for the normal wvazpaszya-, as 
was suggested by Schaeder?. For this reason it is extremely unli- 
kely that Ossetic (Digor) xecaz and (Iron) xicau «sam, gospodin, 
xozjajin > should be from a different form, considering that *xwaz- 
pabya-— is presented by the closely related Sogdian. Vsevolod 
Miller hesitantly suggested that xec-[xZc-, being obviously related 
to Persian x'zf, might be traced to Old Iranian *xwaüya- 7. 


* Even Brugmann («Sitzungsberichte der Sáchsischen Akademie » 60, 1908, 
38 f.), see presently. It is true that Bartholomae himself thought (1845, note) 
that Avd and the reflexive «irgendwie zusammengehóren wird ». 

z H. Humbach, Die Gathas des Zarathustra, 1, 1957, 22; cf. Duchesne- 
Guillemin, « Kratylos », 7, 1962, 23. 

3 I shall show this in an article on Latin zs, ea, id. Add. 

4 Henning, in: Handbuch der Orientalistik, YV[1, 1958, 113. 

5 Meillet-Benveniste, Grammaire du Vieux-Perse, 1931?, § 298; Wacker- 
nagel-Debrunner, 47.Gz., HI, 480. But at that time the alternative spelling 
was of course not yet known. 

6 Schaeder, a Góttinger Gelehrte Nachrichten », 1946/47, 28-9. 

7 Sprache der Osseten (Grundriss der iranischen Philologie, 1, Anhang, 
1903), Š 62; now translated into Russian as /azy# Osetin (Moscow-Leningrad 
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Had he known that the Persian form itself derived, via x"efas, 
from *xwazpabya-, he is hardly likely to have advanced a primi- 
tive *xwaz0ya—*, from an impossible *xcaz- 2. Meillet was obvious- 
ly right in assuming? that the Common Iranian *xwaz$a0ya- 
developed into *xwébac—, *xwévac—* which was then syncopated to 
xweée(v)e-. But we cannot follow him with quite the same confidence 
in tracing (l. c.) Ossetic (Digor) xucau ‘god’, (Iron) xycau ' id. ', 
to *xwac—au from *xwavec-, earlier *xwa—pabya—, however satisfac- 
tory it would be to have this variant, too, in Ossetic 5. 


1962), p. 92. Oddly enough, in § 28, 2, Miller seems to suggest that c in xec- 
derives from č. Altheim, on the other hand, starts from a more regular Sie, 
tya~, i.e. x”abya (Geschichte der Hunnen, V, 1962, 18), and assumes that by 
epenthesis a > ai > é/t. However, in spite of medeg ‘ within, in’ from *ma- 
dya-, the development would have been to rwäe (xoc?) as is shown by eceg 
‘real, true’ from *Zaf ya. 

* But of course in his days M Pers. x#és was traced to OPers. *(Z)uvai- 
Siya-, see Horn, Grundriss der iranischen Philologie, I, 2, 119, a derivation vi- 
gorously, but unavailingly, advocated by Bartholomae, one of its originators, 
even in I9I9 («Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie », 1919/10, 34 f.). 
But he did not think that this was identical with the Avestan hapax x"ai0üya— 
«selbstisch, persönlich > (42.Wé., 1862), and it is quite possible that this is 
a vox nihili, see Humbach’s radically different interpretation at Die Gathas des 
Zarathustra, Y, 102, II, 41. As for Osset. vicon « proche parent» (Benveniste, 
Etudes sur la langue osséte, 1959, 124), note that z%ë2£ also acquired the meaning 
« Verwandter > (Horn, 1. c.), as did zvesavazd (Horn, p. 187). The suffix of rec- 
au is unlikely to represent —Zva— (Benveniste, 1. c.): in view of Sogdian xy2ó'— 
wnd ‘owner, lord, master, mister’ (Gershevitch, Grammar of Manichaean Sog- 
dian, 1954, 166) it must be from *x(”)Zc—dw(d), and may be a calque of the 
Eastern formation, especially as the Sogdian word, as noticed by Meillet («MSL p, 
17, 1912, III), seems to be translated from *xva-zàzant- (> NPers. xudavand 
« prince, seigneur»), understood as *x¥at-dvant-. We may add here Khota- 
nese Aiyaudd ‘ owner, lord’, again formed with —azwaz(a)- from the possessive 
hi(v\ya ‘own’, see H. W. Bailey, Khotanese Texts, IV, 1961, 6.62. 

2 Miller’s etymon is now revived by Benveniste (Etudes sur la langue 
osséte, 1959, 124) who starts from an ‘adverbial’ xaz-. 

3 Meillet, «MSL», 17, 1912, 111 (with an intermediate *z''?5c?), followed 
by Gauthiot, «MSL», 20, 1916, 4. 

^ On 2 > g in Ossetic, see Benveniste, o. c., 97, with Abajev's corrections, 
« Voprosy Jazykoznanija», 1960/4, 143, which disposes of Bartholomae's dif- 
ficulty, « Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie», 1919/10, 35 Š 5. 

5 Abajev, Doxristianskaja religija Alan (XXV Mezdunarodnyj Kongress 
Vostokovedov — Doklady Delegacii SSSR), Moscow 1960, 17, argues that xucau 
seems to be connected with a base rzc— found in a number of religious terms 
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For the Iranian dialects undoubtedly possessed, besides 
*xwai-paüya-, also the form  *xwa-pa0ya-'. Nor does this 
apply to Eastern dialects only, such as Afghan (xpa/, see above) 
and the Pamir dialects (e.g. Yaynobi xap, wxap, xp ' his, his own; 
himself’ 7; Suyni xuóa0, etc). The Avesta itself presents the noun 
x"àpai0ya— a Selbstherrlichkeit >, « souveraineté, autocratie», and 
the adjective x*"Z$5a20ya-, in meaning identical with x"a225220- 
ya-?. Although both are found only once each, they mutually 
support each other, and the noun being found in the Gathas 
(Yasna 31, 21), and, as far as the stem x"Z$a?0y- is concerned, 
with one exception transmitted by all manuscripts, the form is 
as well established as anything can be in the Avesta. Now the 
meaning of the noun is of particular importance. As Duchesne- 
Guillemin rightly notes (l. c.), it presupposes a base-word *z"a— 
pati- «qui est maitre par soi-même, qui a soi-même pour maitre > *, 
and, we may add, this unattested noun is identical with Rigvedic 
svd—pati—« sein eigener Herr > (« über den kein anderer gebietet >) 5, 
used of Indra (X 27, 8; 44; 1) and of the ddmiinds, i.e. Agni (X 31, 4) 9. 
The importance of these facts and of the comparison with the 
Rigvedic form is manifest. A primitive *Ao#— «ipse» does not 


w 





in the Caucasian languages (e.g. Lezg +g#caz ‘god’, Georgian xucesi ‘ priest’, 
xucuri ° church- "), so that Ossetic zucau might be contaminated from Caucas. 
xuc- and Iranian xu£éwe (xwatéw- > NPers. rudā * god’); see also Bartholo- 
mae, o. c., 38. 

* See especially Gauthiot, «MSL », 20, 1916, 3 f. 

2 See M. S. Andrejev-E. M. Peščereva, /agnobsbije teksty, Moscow-Le- 
ningrad 1957, 355 f., but the Yaynobi forms cannot be from *xwazfaü-. On 
the Suyni forms see now I. I. Zarubin, Sugnanskhije teksty i slovare, Moscow- 
Leningrad 1960, 268. 

3 See Bartholomae, Az.H/2., 1877; Duchesne-Guillemin, Les composés de 
l Avesta, 1936, 169 f. 

^ I do not understand why Duchesne-Guillemin terms *z"a$ai- an adjec- 
tive, and how it could be a bahuvrihi It is surely a Zazjuruwsz. A very 
different compound, a true bahuvrihi, is svafati— ‘a woman who has her own 
husband’ in the Atharva Veda phrase (VIII, 6, 16 e) swapatim striyam, see 
Wackernagel-Debrunner, 47. Gr., II, 1 Machtrdége, 28 ad 90, 41. 

5 Grassmann's interpretations, s.v. 

$ In his Rigveda-translation Geldner renders svapati- with « Eigentümer » 
in all three passages, which is rather inappropriate in two of the three passages. 
« Eigenherr» or ‘ sovereign lord’ seems more apposite. 
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even begin to make sense in this compound. It is clearly of the 
same kind as the numerous other compounds with paži- in the 
Rigveda (e.g. grhdpati-, prajüpati-, rayipdti-, nypáti-, vispdti-, 
etc.)* and the Avesta (e.g. vispati-, zantupati-, nmand. pati-, 
etc.) ^, i.e. a Zatpurusa. This still leaves several possibilities. The 
first member sva— could be genitival, i.e. sva—pati~ = ‘ master 
of himself’, or instrumental, i.e. = ‘master through himself’, 
comparable to Skt. sva—bhu- «durch sich selbst seiend >, sva-raj- 
«selbstherrschend», etc.?. In either case, sva— would represent the 
reflexive pronoun‘. A third possibility, but far less likely as we shall 
see presently, is that sva- is the possessive pronoun, so that sva- 
pati— would be a karmadhdraya, ‘his own master’, «suus erus». 

Whichever of these variants represents the truth, i.e. the 
intention of those who first coined the compound, it is bound to 
affect the interpretation of Iranian *xwaz—pati—, the obvious, 
though unattested, basis of *xwazpa0ya-. It, too, must contain 
the noun pati- ‘ master’ and not an alleged *fot(z)— ' self’. Much 
more difficult is the identification of the first part. As we have 
seen above, the fashionable interpretation as the reflexive with 
nominatival —¿ is unacceptable for two obvious reasons. On the 
other hand, since *xwai—pati— is of necessity of the same structure 
as the variant *xwa-—pati—, it is clear that *xwaz—- must be some 
form of either the reflexive pronoun or the possessive. Now the 
latter, IE *swo—, cannot be assumed to have a variant stem form 
*sqwoi—, just for the sake of the Iranian compound *. Thus we are 


' See Grassmann’s Wörterbuch, 1720, and cp. Wackernagel, Az.Gr., II, 
I, 241 f. 

2 See Bartholomae, 447. Wb., 1967. Duchesne-Guillemin’s plea in favour 
of visd patim (Les composés de l’ Avesta, 134 f.) is unconvincing in the light of 
the data of the other languages. 

3 Cf. Wackernagel-Debrunner, Az.Gr., III, 479 f.; Kuiper, « Indo-Iranian 
Journal», 4, 1960, 60 f. 

4 It is improbable that the late Indo-Iranian compound should contain 
*swe— ‘ the (extended) family.’ 

5 ] ignore here Brugmann’s attempt to improve on Bartholomae by tak- 
ing *swoz as a locative «im Seinigen», «Sitzungsberichte der Sächsischen 
Akademie », 60, 1908, 39; Grundriss?, I1, 2, 514. Specht's z-variant (Ursprung, 
166) is founded on x"ae$atz- «er selber » (1), Gk. t8toc (but see Frisk, GEW, I, 
709), and some other unconvincing cases; Av. x*aétu-, be it noted, can be from 
a *xwa-aitu- ! 
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driven to the conclusion — very likely z priori — that xwai—is a 
form of the reflexive pronoun. But instead of inferring an impos- 
sible nominative or stem-form in —, we must view this form 
within the framework of established pronominal formations. 
Now it is known that the personal pronouns have a case-form 
in —o¢ which can function as a dative but also as a genitive. Vedic 
me Ze, Old Persian mazy taty, Gathic mdz tõi, Avestan mē tē, Gk. 
wot Tot/cot establish the forms as *moi *¢(w)od for the ist and 
2nd person singular'. For the reflexive a form *s(w)oZ is establi- 
shed by Gk. of, Avestan x’ai «sibi, pro se ipso»?, but also by 
Gathic Aer, Avestan Ae, Ze, Old Persian Sazy3, and Middle Indian 
(Prákrit) s2*. Since the Indo-Iranian forms — apart from the hapax 
éi — all present *soz, without w, it is worth pointing out that 
*çzooz is also well-attested. Sanskrit svayam has so far proved an 
uncrackable nut. At least, the suggestion that svaz—is a nominative 
of the reflexive 5 has been shown above to be untenable. On the 
other hand, the fact that Indo-European had the reflexive acc. 
*s(w)é, dat-gen. *s(w)oz poses the question as to what happened to 
these in Indian. The answer is given by the observation that the 
pronominal forms are almost all enlarged with the ubiquitous 
‘particle’ —27z; cf., e.g., mam from mü--am, t(u)vam from ta-+am, 
mahyam from *maÁz--am (or mahya transformed after —am), 
tubhyam from *tabhy-am (or *tabhya transformed after —am), 
vayam from *vai+am, etc. We must therefore expect IE *swe 
and *swoz to appear as *sudm and *svayam. Of these, *sudm 
collided with the possessive and was therefore unusable. The 
form svayam on the other hand, offered not only a clear form but 
also one which could satisfy all needs since like the simple *sewoz it 
could be used not only as the dat-gen. but also (as shown by *zzoz 
*twot) as a locative and even as an accusative and instrumental. 
The fact that svzyazz could thus express practically all cases made 


t See Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4z. Gr., IH, 473 f. 

2 But note that this is a apax! See Bartholomae, Aż. Wb., 1846. 

3 Bartholomae, Az.W2., 1721, 1725. On the amalgamation of *se, *swe 
(and here *soz/*swoz) see also above, p. 314 f. 

4 Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4z.Gr., III, 484 f. 

5 Wackernagel-Debrunner, 47.G7., III, 480. 

© See for the latter uses Wackernagel-Debrunner, Az.Gr., IH, 473. 
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it a very useful general form for the reflexive. The unenlarged 
variant se, from IE *s(w)oz, was pushed into the background and 
emerges into broad daylight in the Prakrits only. Since in histo- 
rical times the forms *zoz *¢(w)oz *s(w)oz function as enclitic 
variants, it might be useful to add that diachronically the later 
enclitic forms are the original forms while the later autonomous 
forms are later enlargements of the original short forms. 

It appears then that the form *xwaz— in Iranian *xewaz-patz- 
is not a nebulous nominative or stem-form but a regular represen- 
tative of IE *swoz. Thus the question arises what the syntactic 
relation of the members was in the syntagmatic unit *xwaz-fatis. 
Since the relation of the members of the analogous *xwapatis 
was in all probability genitival, it would seem to be simplest 
to regard *xwaz as the genitive. The difference between *xewa- 
patis and *xwai-patii would be simply one of chronology. Since 
determinative compounds seem very rare in Indo-European, the 
stem-compound *xwa—patzs might be a later replacement of the 
juxta-position *xwai patiš ‘master of himself, independent’ '. 
But it is interesting to note that the juxtaposition (IE) *swoz 
otis finds an exact replica in the Russian phrase ja sam sebe 
xozjajin ‘I am my own master’, literally: ‘I am master unto 
myself ', a phrase which is once again imitated by Baltic, cf. Lithu. 
jis pats sáu ponas ‘he is his own master’ (‘he is master to himself’). 
This suggests that *swozpotis (and/or Iran. *xwazpatif) may have 
grown out of phrases like (*egd) *swoz *potis *esmi, (ie) *swoz 
*potis *estz, etc. 2 

In either case, at the beginning of Iranian linguistic -history, 
the noun *swoipotis, i.e. *xwaipatis, gave rise to an adjective 
*xwai—pati~a-, formed by simple thematization, which became 
xwatpabya—. Its meaning was ' referring, belonging to the master; 
belonging to one as a master, one’s own’. 

Thus Iranian gives no support whatever to an alleged IE 
*^oti- ‘self’. It is therefore a priori unlikely that Latin should 
exhibit it. In fact, the Latin evidence demands the meaning ' ma- 
ster’. The comparative potior «melior, praestantior, antiquior, 


t On this tendency, see Wackernagel, 447.Gz., II, 1, 27 f., 246 f. 
2° Remotely comparable is Latin suus sii, see Leumann-Hofmann 415. 
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prior, quasi plus potens > and the superlative potzssimus ° choicest, 
chief, chiefest, especial, principal’ clearly show the original mean- 
me" Note the Old Latin fragment quoted by Cicero: illum Amor 
quem dederat, qui plus pollet potiorque est patre?, and Plautus’ 
potissimus nostrae domi ut sit ‘that he may reign supreme’ 3. 
The range of these forms is covered by Greek xpsívrov xp&rtococ, 
and in the adverbial forms by U&XXov u&Mocvx, It is no more justi- 
fied to infer from potius potissimum a positive pote « juste, précisé- 
ment, proprement», to be equated with Hitt. —227 (D*, than to 
infer that meaning for Gk. u&A«. Nor is it sound method to ascribe 
to OLat. potio the meaning «proprium facere, faire de quelque 
chose le bien propre de quelqu'un » (ibid.) when this verb is mani- 
festly an innovation, ventured at a time when potis quite clearly 
did not have the meaning « propre» even if one admits that it 
had it at one time. But the comparatist is bound to give priority 
to the deponent potior because this is the form (which also has 
the meaning) guaranteed by Aryan *patyataz, IE *potyetot. It is 
true that the meaning of the verb in these languages is ‘to be in 
possession of, to come into the possession of’ but since the alleged 
particle exists neither in Iranian nor in Indian, its only possible 
source is the noun *poti—. This means that ' to possess’ derives 
from, and presupposes, an earlier ‘to be master of’. 

But for the confusion caused by the introduction of this 
Protean particle, all this would hardly need to be pointed out. 
It used to be common ground in the past. But it will be useful 
to say a few words on the Latin developments. The inherited depo- 
nent is expected as a 3rd conjugation verb in Latin and we do in 
fact find such forms as potitur potéremur potéretur potī5. But the. 
coexistence of the z-stem pots led to variants according to the 
4th conjugation and the perfect is found in this form only: potitus 


t I quote the renderings given in the English edition (by J. Bailey) of 
Totius Latinitatis Lexicon consilio et cura J. Facciolati et Ae. Forcellini, I-II, 
London 1828. 

? Tuscul. Disputat., IV, 32. 

3 Menaechmi, 359. 

^ Benveniste, « Word », 10, 1954, 263. 

5 For the facts see Neue-Wagener, Formenlehre der lateinischen Sprache, 
III, 1897, 243 f., esp. 255 f. Leumann-Hofmann, 320 f. 
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est, not *possus ei", Its construction with the accusative (in 
Old Latin) and the ablative (instrumental) is paralleled by the 
accusative and instrumental found with Vedic patyate, the ac- 
cusative also by Avestan pafya—?. The Latin construction with 
the genitive, most familiar in the phrase rerum potzri, though 
not matched by a similar construction in Aryan, is not, for that 
reason, to be regarded as a Latin innovation: with verbs meaning 
‘to be master of, rule’, it is a frequent construction ?. That the 
meaning was 'to be master of, possess' is clear from the use of 
Latin ofzrz, and has been rightly stressed by Renou for Vedic: 
«le sens est bien ' posséder, étre maitre de'», and even, absolu- 
tely, < être le maitre (absolu) » *. It is astonishing to read that the 
Vedic verb preserves an original meaning « étre propre à »5, when 
no attempt is made to explain how the meaning ' possess, be 


* As will be seen, I agree with Meillet («MSL », 23, 1927, 148), as against 
Wackernagel (Vorlesungen über Syntax, 17, 68), in holding that 2oior does not 
represent two verbs, the old *Jotyetot and a new denominative *fofiyd, but 
only the old one, though that was to some extent influenced by potis. 

2 At least in the two clear cases, Bartholomae, Az.H2., 844. On the 
Latin constructions see Leumann-Hofmann 435. 

3 In spite of Wackernagel (l. c.), it does not require a separate denominative 
source. Meillet (l. c.) rightly points to Skt. zfe. See also Schwyzer-Debrunner, 
GG, II, 109; Brugmann, Grundriss, II, 2, 534, 595. 

^ Renou, Études védiques et paninéennes, III, 1957, 87; IV, 1958, 48. 
In view of the date of these statements, one cannot help feeling that they imply 
a rejection of Benveniste's position. 

5 Benveniste, « Word », 10, 1954, 261. The real problem is the use listed 
by Grassmann under (6) as «geeignet sein », confined to the construction with 
the dative, and, with one exception, to the participle. The exception, sutis 
carur madáya patyate (RV, VIII, r, 26), is translated by Benveniste as «le 
breuvage agréable est propre à l'ivresse», which does not seem to be meaningful. 
Geldner has: « Dieses Tranklein..., das angenehme, reicht zum Rausche hin» 
(Rigveda, vol. II, 280), and Renou (Etudes, IV, 48) also has «suffire à». But 
the real meaning seems to be «this pleasant drink... is supreme, potent, power- 
ful for intoxication». In the other two cases (RV, VI, 27, 6; X, 27, 6) we 
find the phrase farave patyamandah (—Gn) where again «être propre» is impossible. 
Geldner has « verfielen (deinem) Geschoss», and Renou (ll. cc.) « tomber sous 
le coup de », « étre la proie de». The use is very different from that at VIII r, 
26, and Grassmann’s «geeignet sein» is useless. Is it possible that patyamdna- 
is here used as a passive, with Sarave as the agent? ‘Overcome by your weapon ' 
is exactly what is required! Cf. Wackernagel-Debrunner, .42.G»., II, 2, 774 (2). 
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master' can be reconciled with this alleged basic meaning, or to 
check whether it is real. 

But Latin went a step further: potzor with the genitive (or 
ablative) is used in the sense of obtaining, reaching not only a 
good thing but also something undesirable. Besides rerum potiri, 
urbis potiri, regni potiri, etc., there is also mortis letigue potitus 
(Lucretius IV 766), zequid ... poteretur mali (Terence, Phormio 
469). By an extension of this usage in malam partem, it was pos- 
sible to speak of someone as potitus hostium ‘ who has fallen into 
the hands of the enemy’, a phrase used by Plautus several times’, 
and, as a mere variant of this phrase, of potitus seruitute (or serui- 
tutis?) 2 ‘who has fallen into slavery, has become a slave’. Now, 
as is known, an active potire is used once by Plautus in the Amphi- 

truo where (1l. 177 f.) Mercury complains: 


hodie qui fuerim liber, eum nunc 
potiuit pater seruitutis. 


Great ingenuity has been lavished on elucidating this passage. 
Wilhelm Kroll, for instance, argued that «potire ist zum Adjektiv 
potis, das in possum steckt, gebildet, wie partire zu partis, und 
bedeutet ‘ jemanden zum Herrn machen, in den Besitz von etwas 
setzen °’, an der genannten Stelle ‘ sein Vater hat ihn zum Sklaven 
gemacht’. Capt. 92 $osiquam meus est vex potitus hostium heisst 
‘nachdem mein König in die Hände der Feinde geraten war’. 
Der Genitiv ist also wie die Ableitung von potis wohl einzel- 
sprachlich » 3. Wackernagel modified this view by declaring that 
Old Latin had, besides potior, an active potio meaning a teilhaftig 
machen» so that the Amphitruo-passage meant «hat ihn der 
Knechtschaft teilhaft gemacht >, after which potitus could also be 
used as a passive meaning «teilhaft gemacht, in wessen Gewalt 


* Captiui, 92, 144, 762; Hpidicus, $32, 562. See Langen, « Archiv für 
Lateinische Lexikographie », 3, 1886, 334 £.; Lindsay, The Captivi of Plautus, 
I900, zd l. 92. 

? The phrase is quoted by Festus, see Lindsay's edition (1913), p. 296 
with the apparatus p. 297. Facciolati-Forcellini-Bailey give the passage as: 
potitus servitute afud antiquos dicebatur qui, ut ait Labeo, seruitutem seruit. 
A further phrase is fugae potitus at Plautus, Asinaria 555. 

3 W. Kroll, Die wissenschaftliche Syntax im lateinischen Unterricht, (xe- 
print of) 1962, 4. 
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gebracht»'. While this change from ‘make someone the master 
of’ to ‘make someone share something, give a share of’ is not 
very dangerous, Hoffmann’s variant, according to which potio 
means « bringe in die Gewalt» and potior «gerate in die Gewalt, 
werde teilhaftig >? is impossible since potio, as.a derivative of 
potis, can only mean ‘to make one the master of’, and never 
‘place in the power of’. 

But the most remarkable thing about these, and other, 
interpretations is that those who propounded them apparently 
never stopped to think whether such a curious phrase as pater me 
potius seruitutis ever existed as a real phrase. Apart from all 
linguistic considerations, can one really imagine that, in order 
to express the simple idea ' make one's son a slave' (if such an 
idea can indeed be regarded as real) the Romans coined the 
roundabout and heartless expression ' make one's son the master 
of slavery’? And that it was only after this first step had been 
taken that they were able to express the statement ' he became 
a slave’ by die potitus est seruitutis, or ‘he was taken by the 
enemy’ by ¿He potitus est hostium? Does one really have to point 
out that these peculiar phrases all occur in Plautus and that 
Plautus was a comic writer? Do these phrases not bear the authen- 
tic stamp of comic wit? 

From what has been said above, the true development will 
be seen to have been very different and much more prosaic. Latin 
inherited only one verb, the deponent *2ozyeto;, which in the 
present system fluctuated between pot? and potiri, potitur and 
potitur, but for the perfect only had potitus sum. Semantically, the 


* Wackernagel, Vorlesungen uber Syntax, I”, 68. 

2 Leumann-Hofmann, 408. 

3 Including the new variant (« Word », ro, 263): «son pére a fait de lui 
la possession de la servitude». I add here that possideo cannot be « occuper 
comme sien propre » (¿0¿Z.); it is enough to try to envisage a phrase **5rofrum 
sedzre to see its impossibility. It might conceivably represent potis seded 
‘I sit as a master, owner’ (Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire éfym.*, 526; Walde- 
Hofmann, II, 347), although one would like some evidence for this type of de- 
velopment; potis sum (> possum) is different. In view of assiduus and Germ. 
besitzen one would prefer to have a pre-verb, whether that be for— or pos- 
(Leumann-Hofmann, 162) or *2ozi (= Gk. noti etc.). Cf. Leumann-Hofmann 
198 § 168 a o, and « Glotta x, 36, 1958, rao. 
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verb came to be used also dn malam partem: potiri rerum, regni, 
imperio, etc., but also mortis, leti, and, as a late inscription has 
it, mecis*. A comedian, in all likelihood Plautus himself, proceeded 
to coin the phrases potird seruitutis and potitus est hostium. And 
once potitus est seruitutis was established as a witticism in the 
sense ' he became a slave ', it was possible to form a corresponding 
active ‘he made him a slave’ in the form (pater) eum potiust 
seruitutis. But outside the stage, in the real language, an active 
potio never existed. It is utterly misleading to speak of an Old 
Latin verb potio as if there were hundreds of examples, and then 
introduce, with «e.g.», the passage from the Amphitruo. The 
fact is that this is the only passage in which fotio occurs, and, 
although Plautus — or someone else — may have repeated it, for 
all we know it may not have been received well and was dropped 
at once. In any case, for us it is a nonce-formation, and must be 
treated as such. 

Only slightly different is the position of the compound verb 
compotire. Apart from late, archaizing authors such as Apuleius 
who obviously revives an ‘old verb’, it occurs only in Plautus, 
and, what is more surprising still, in one play only, in the Rudens. 
At 205 we read: 


ita hic sola solis locis compotita sum, 
hic saxa sunt, hic mare sonat... 
The use of compotita is, apart from the preverb com—, regular: it 
is simply an emphatic potita?. But at 911 we find: 


piscatu nouo me uberi compotiutt. 


This seems = compotem fecit, ie. a derivative of compos. 

The adjective compos, however, is not «qui est mis en posses- 
sion den? That would not account for the prefix com—. Hence 
one might rather adopt the suggestion that compos, formed with 
* potis ‘master’, meant ' fellow-master', or, with ‘potis ‘ powerful ', 


* CIL, Y^, 2, 1221, l. 10: Quadraginta annos nata necis potior. 

"Note however that the use of the ablative is odd and therefore Langen 
(« Archiv für lateinische Lexikographie », 3, 1886, 335 f.) proposed taking solis 
locis as a local ablative, going with zc, and supplying erroris since the metre 
calls for remedy in any case. 

3 Denveniste, 1. c. 
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«mitmáchtig nr, The development could be illustrated by a 
passage like Cicero's exclamation: Am ego in hac urbe esse possim 
his pulsis, qui me huius urbis compotem fecerunt? 2. There is however 
a curious fact which suggests that compos absorbed a word of a 
different origin. As is known, one of the most frequent uses of 
compos is in the phrases compos animi or animo, compos mentis. 
With this use we must compare the following: 


Quasi formidine attonitus, neque animo neque auribus aut 
lingua competere 3. 

tantumque aberat, ut sua signa atque ordinem et locum nos- 
ceret miles, ut uix ad arma capienda aptandaque pugnae competeret 
animus *. 

inconditique ac militiae nescii oppidani neque auribus satis 
con petebant 5. 


It seems impossible to separate the phrase animo competere 
from animo compos. This means however that compos, at least 
in this phrase (and its extension in mentis compos), is not com- 
potis but a derivative of competo, formed with the o-grade of 
pet-, either without a suffix (*kom—fot-s) or with a suffix —o- (or 
——?P) so that *kom—pot-os (—¿s?) was, after syncope to *kompo(t)s, 
transferred to the consonantal stems. But because of the —e-, 
which was lost in the derivatives of peto, it was fused with *kom— 
potis, and the originally distinct *kompotis urbis and *kompot(o)s 
animód led to compos being construed both with the genetive and 
the ablative, and acquiring the meanings ‘ partaking of, sharing ' 
(compos uoti) and ‘being strong’ (compos animi, sui). 

We must also note that the alleged ' third’ present-stem, 
*h5ofz- is non-existent. This « Uritalisch > *poté— is posited on the 


* Jacobson (Xkeitec—Fr. Leo zum 60. Geburtstag dargebracht, 1911, 4387) 
argued against ‘Mitherr’, perhaps rightly; cf. Walde-Hofmann, II, 350. 

2 Cicero, Pro P. Sestio, 146. 

3 Sallust, ZZ¿sz., I (fr. 136), quoted by Nonius Marcellus, De conpendiosa 
doctrina (ed. Lindsay) II, 1903, 422. 

* Livy, XXII 5, 3. 

5 Tacitus, Aan., III, 46. Cf. for these passages Thesaurus Linguae La- 
tinae, III, 2067, (where the Tacitus-passage is falsely attributed to Hist.!). 

Š It would then represent a type known from adcola incola, Gk. =oóomo)oç 
etc., see Leumann-Hofmann, 201, 203, 852. Add. 
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strength of Latin potui potens on the one hand, Oscan putiiad 
«possit», putiians «possint» on the other’. However, if there 
had been a present *foted, one would be at a loss to explain why 
this was lost and replaced first by the phrase potis sum, then by 
the amalgam possum. Moreover, one would like to know how 2 
and why the present *poteð was formed from *otis when there 
was a present potior already; the relation of zaczo : iaceo is obviously 
of little use. Nor does the Oscan verb represent *poted. The alleged 
precision in denoting in Late Oscan by £ an original š before a 
vowel? turns out to be less dependable and cannot outweigh the 
obvious identity in formation of puétiad, Old Oscan putizad, with 
fakiiad heriiad. ln other words, putitad stands for *potiat, whether 
this represents an innovated *potið based on *potis ‘able’ or a 
transformation of the inherited *5o£/óz^. Since, on the other hand, 
possum is a periphrastic formation, potui and potens are very likely 
innovations. That the perfect potis fui or *potfut (> *poffui?) 
should have been avoided is no wonder, just as potens is easy to 
understand as a useful, indeed necessary, innovation 5. If one of 
them existed, it was easy to produce the other to complete the 
paradigm. About the details we shall hardly ever get evidence 
antedating our present texts. But it is worth pointing out that, 
when it still had the meaning ' to be master, mighty ', the deponent 
potior may have had a (present) participle potens, on which a 
perfect potui could be built; cf. habéns | habui, tenéns | tenui etc., 
and for the participle formed from the verbal stem (in our case 
pot- in contrast to the present-stem pote—) parens and, perhaps, 
*sentens?. Alternatively, a participle *5o/zezs may have supplied 


* Cf. Leumann-Hofmann, 196, 311, 318 f; Walde-Hofmann, II, 347; 
Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.*, 526 B, 529 A; Wackernagel, Vorlesungen 
über Syntax, I°, 282. 

? See on this point Leumann-Hofmann, 319. 

3 v. Planta, Grammatik der oskisch-umbrischen Dialekte, II, 1897, 272 f. 

4 For the change of voice, cf. v. Planta, o. c., II, 427. The identity of 
putitad and potiat(ur) was maintained by Corssen, < KZ», 11, 1862, 356 f., 
and Buck, Der Vocalismus der oskischen Sprache, 1892, 53. 

5 On compounds with pozens see Frankel, Plautinisches in Plautus, 1922, 
207 f. 

© See Meillet, «MSL», 20, 1916, 264, but not because —ye- replaces an 
athematic but because originally the participle (like the subjunctive, cf. tulat . 
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an abstract *potientia which was then dissimilated to potentia" 
(first in Plautus) and served as the basis of potens, followed by 
potui. A further possibility is that the present AoZzoz originally 
formed an active perfect (cf. reuwertor : reuert?, etc.) of the type 
seen in rapio] rapui, salio | saluī, aperio| aperui, ie. *boti-wai 
> *potuwat > potuz. Although we cannot decide which of these 
(and, possibly, other) alternatives is to be accepted, it emerges 
with sufficient clarity that potu? and potens do not demand an 
unattested, and difficult, present-stem *poté-. 

Finally, the semantic development in Latin is clear on the 
above interpretation only. As a denominative potior originally 
meant ‘I am the master’, and, pari passu with the noun *5ozis 
‘master’, which, in certain formations and/or phrases, developed 
the meaning ‘mighty, powerful’, potior, too, came to mean ‘I 
am powerful' but also retained the old meaning 'I possess, I 
get possession of'. These meanings were later divided between 
potior ' I obtain, acquire’ and the periphrasis potis sum ‘I am 
mighty, able'. The next, and final, step towards the historical 
construction possum facere is paralleled by Svvapor, Suvatdc (cip) 
with the infinitive (e.g. Pindar, Olymp. 10,9: 9uvaxóc Adoat ‘mighty 
to loose’), and post-classical Suvatéw ‘I am able to; I am mighty ' 
(Ist c. B.C. — A.D.). And just as Gare was used in the passive 
sense ' possible’, so Lat. potis, too, acquired this meaning ?. 

To sum up our results so far. The identification of IE *5ofzs 
‘master, lord’ with, and even derivation from, a particle *2ozi, 
allegedly meaning ' self, zpse’, is based on a complete misreading 
of the facts. The two forms and usages coexist in one language 
only, Lithuanian, but there (as.in its next of kin, Latvian) the 
meaning « ipse » is in all probability a calque of the Russian idioms 


évenat) was formed from the verbal stem, not the present stem. Cf. also Ernout- 
Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.4, 484. Leumann objects (Leumann-Hofmann, 329) 
that the participle of an athematic present would have -om#-; but, although 
this is true to some extent (in the strong cases), praesent- shows what happened 
to the true participles; ezz£- was of course retained to avoid *eent-. Add. 

t See Niedermann, «Mnemosyne», 3, 1936, 267; Leumann, «Glotta », 
27, 1938, 82. 

2 Whether medpte etc. contain a weak 97e ‘ possible’ or the emphatic 
adverb *foti (as also possideo?, see above, 3683) is impossible to tell. 
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with sam. In Iranian there is no pronominal *xwazpati— ' he 
himself’, guaranteeing the particle *5of- «ipse», since *xwai- 
pati, like *xwapati—, developed from a phrase with *pati— ‘master’. 
There is however an emphatic particle pati, especially clear in 
Old Persian, but this is obviously identical with the preposition 
pati ‘in addition to, moreover’. Its uses are so near to those 
of Hittite -pat (or -pet?) that we must identify these particles, 
which means that the Hittite particle — incidentally most closely 
connected with Luvian ga — had nothing to do with the Indo- 
European noun *potis. The Latin cognates also contain the latter, 
and cannot be traced to the particle. 

Having cleared up the semantic problems mooted in recent 
times, we may now turn to the remaining formal question: is the 
noun *Ao#—s also found in the more original form *5o£-? This 
view was consistently upheld by Meillet who assumed that *pot-z-, 
enlarged with an z «sans valeur sémantique », was used as the 
simplex while in compounds —$oz- was found; the primitive form 
was proved to be *fot~ by evidence from various quarters’. Since 
this view can be regarded as almost generally accepted 2, we must 
examine the evidence on which it rests. 

The main argument for this thesis is that, while, in Aryan, 
compounds show the —-stem $a/z-, in most other languages they 
contain the consonantal stem *5o/- which must obviously be 
more archaic. The Classic example is of course the compound 
seen in Gk. Seonétys ‘master’ which seems identical with Skt. 
dampati- ‘master (of the house)’, Avestan ding pati- 'id.'5, 
and the type with —pot-, not —o/z-, as the second member seems 
borne out by Latin hospit-, Lithu. viespat— ‘lord, king’, and 
especially Slavic gospode ‘lord’ whose —4— strongly suggests an 
alternation pot—/ pod- easily accounted for, in Meillet's view, in 
a consonantal stem. The same consonantal stem is found in the 


— 


* Cf. «MSL», to, 1898, 138 f.; 23, 1927, 148; «BSL», 25, 1925, 143; 
« Wórter und Sachen», 12, 1929, 17. For an earlier, tentative, suggestion, 
note Saussure, Mémoire sur le système primitif des voyelles dans les langues 
indo-européennes, 1879, 227. Cf. also Cuny, «Litteris», 2, 1925, 38. 

2 See, e.g., Walde-Hofmann, I, 660 f., II, 350; Pokorny, 842; Ernout- 
Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.*, 183, 528 f. 

3 Hafax found in the gen. dëng patõiš at Yasna 45, II. 
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verbal derivatives: Skt. patyate, Lat. pot-ui, Gk. 9eoxó6o 
(< —rod—yw). 

The customary equation of ðsorótys with Skt. dampati- 
and Gathic ding pati (from *danh pati- < *dams pati-) can 
hardly be doubted, in spite of the discrepancy in the ending and 
the structural difficulties inherent in the first part. The old view 
that these words represent an Indo-European genitival construction 
*dems *pot—‘ the master of the house’, with *dems as the genitive 
of the noun *dem-—/*dom— ‘ house’, was rejected by Benveniste 
who argued that such a genitive (instead of *JZ—es | *dm-—os) and 
the case-compound (instead of a stem-compound i.e. *dem—pot- 
or *dm—pot—) was impossible, and interpreted *dems— as reduced 
from an enlarged form Zem op". But a compound *demspot— 
would give Vedic *damspat—, not dampat-i-, so that transfor- 
mations would have to be assumed in any case; Iranian likewise 
would give *Zaspaz-, not ding (pati-)?. It is therefore best to re- 
tain the interpretation of *dems as a genitive of *dem—[dom— 
° house '3, which, with *potis, formed the phrase *dems potis* 
(and, with inversion, *fotis dems, in Vedic patir daw)5. The case 
compound is earlier than the true compound (e.g. Skt. vzs—patz-), 
just as *swot potis preceded *swopotis as we have seen above. 
Thus IE *dems—poti— is the regular forerunner of Greek Seoxot-, 
where the nasal was lost before s+ consonant as it was in ov(v)- 
OtEAAW, etc. $ 


r Benveniste, Origines, 66 f. Accepted by Frankel, e.g. at «Lexis», 
3, 1952, 52. 

2 See Duchesne-Guillemin, Les composés de l Avesta, 1936, 134; he admits 
*dems—fot— and is forced to assume several steps to get to the attested forms. 

3 Benveniste has recently (« BSL», 51, 1956, 20) interpreted *dem-— as 
a social unit, not ‘ house.’ 

4 See Wackernagel-Debrunner, 42.Gr., III, 244, and especially Risch, 
«IF», 59, 1944, 12 f. For the genitival interpretation cf. also Humbach, 
«Münchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft», 6, 1955, 41 f., and, especially 
for the Indian form, Renou, Grammaire de la langue védique, 1952, 81, 132; 
Etudes védiques et paninéennes, 1, 1955, 51 f. 

5 It seems that Benveniste himself has dropped his earlier idea. At 
« Word p, 10, 1954, 263, he describes *dems poti as a «syntagme», and before, 
261, he says: «le *dems poti ... est littéralement ‘le ipse de la maison’ > where 
the translation is suggestive of a genitival phrase. 

6 Pisani has recently suggested («Spraches, 7, 1961, 99 f.) that sorot- 
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The core of the problem is therefore the question how the 
relation of the Greek stem in —t&— to Aryan —- is to be interpreted. 
The simplest, but not necessarily the truth, is of course to place 
the morpheme-boundary after ¢ and assume that an inherited 
*dems pot- was reshaped after the simplex pati- to dams pati- 
in Aryan, while, in Greek, *9e(u)oxoT- was enlarged to *9e(u)- 
oxot—&-, That -%— should be a « Kompositionssuffix > * is, however, 
quite unlikely since from the moment the first part developed 
from *Sep-c— into *ðec— it lost all connection with dé and 
therefore scrot- could not have been a clear compound requiring 
a characterising suffix". More acceptable would be Fránkel's 
assumption? that on the analogy of root-nouns with nominative 
—&—6 (acc. —X-v), gen. —(a)-0¢, dat. Geist, loc. —(2)-!, consonantal 
stems with gen. ——06, dat. -t-et, acquired a new nom.-acc. in 
—t—&c, ——üvw; thus gen. *9eonov-oc, dat. *Seonot-ct would have 
led to nom. *deonot—&, acc. —%v, The weak point of this theory 
is that *deomot— is not an agent noun. Moreover, and this is 
fatal to the theory, if there had been a compound *demspot- 
its nominative would have appeared as *demspds* (with acc. 
*demspotm, gen. *demspot—os, etc.) which would have given Greek 
*Séorme | *8éorov-a | *óéorot-oc, a noun which obviously would 
have survived since the type was expanding in Early Greek 
(ci86 | -óvoc), not by any means declining. We must therefore 
conclude that the inherited genitival phrase *dems potis, which 


derived, not from IE *dems pot-, but *S8nuc-roc- (with regular shortening > 
*8euc—), a blend of *8naxor— = Vedic jaspati— (IE *e"zs5ofi-) and *8ou—mos— 
found not only in Skt. Zamati- and Germanic Tamfana (name of a goddess, 
Tacitus, Annals, I, 51), but also in Mycenaean dopota = *8ou(o)rotac. The 
connection is not easy. Albanian zo ' master’ is not, in my view, from *g¥és— 
foti-, and, since jaspatz— is usually, and satisfactorily, explained as connected 
with 72—yafe etc., there is no antecedent left for a Greek *S5yorot—-. On Tamfana 
see also Meid, « Beitráge zur Namenforschung », 8, 1957, 122 f. 

* Schwyzer, GG, I, 451, although 561 (8) seems to favour Frankel’s view. 
I ignore here the further problem that the TE form is a case-compound in which 
only *Zotis could have been used! 

° I do not believe however in this compositional -%-; &yaħuatopopac, 
for instance, is not from gwp but from qoo (with the original meaning). 

3 Frankel, Vom. ag., II, 1912, 153 f., esp. 158 f. 

^ See Szemerényi, Trends and Tasks in Comparative Philology, 1962, 12 f. 
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in due course developed into the one-word form *àƏšomoTuç, was 
transformed into *Seonétys¢. The cause of the change has been 
clearly indicated by Risch: The noun *óéonottQ was, in the 
Greek system, difficult to maintain because —tt¢ had become the 
characteristic sign of feminines (cf. moAltyg : norite) and so 
a masculine had to be rendered clear by shifting it to the unequi- 
vocally masculine class in ge, One possible model for the trans- 
formation is shown by compounds of uv: the regular type is 
represented by Hom. 7oAvpytis (masc., once of Hephaistos, very 
frequently of Odysseus; in the Hymns once of Mercury, once, 
feminine, of Athene) and Sodéyuyti¢ (m. and f., of Aigisthos and 
Klytaimnestra), but we also find 9oAogfv6 (Zeus, in the Hymns 
Mercury), totxtAountys (Odysseus, in the Hymns of Zeus, Mer- 
cury), and &yxvAountys (Kronos, Zeus) ?. The difficulty mentioned 
above remains of course: Seoxdt ¢ could not have been felt as a 
compound. It would be much more satisfactory if the transfer 
could be regarded as a case of « Gelenkheteroklisie »?, a transfer 
due to the ambiguity of certain case-forms as to the actual stem- 
class. This would be possible with the dative SeonoT and gen. 
pl. deorotéwv: although case-forms of the z-stem *éomotic, they, 
could be interpreted as forms of a more masculine-looking —X-stem 
8eoróvtQc^. But this presupposes that the change occurred in 
Ionic-Attic after the development of & to m. There is nothing 
to rule out this assumption in extant literature: as is known, 
deom6ty¢ does not occur in Homer, it makes its first appearance 


t Risch, « IF », 59, 1944, 13. . 

2 On these formations see Risch, Wédg., 29. They are given as models 
by Frisk, GEW, 1, 371; but his reference to Lat. agricola, even if this were an 
old type in Latin; is of little help since —néty¢ is not an o-grade formation, 
there is no —met~ of this meaning in Greek (or elsewhere). 

3 Cf. the excellent dissertation by J. Egli, Zezero&/zsie im Griechischen, 
Zürich 1954. 

* This kind of formal transfer is to be suspected behind Aéfo, perhaps 
in combination with Leumann's assumption of a mapà (tò) ƏóEÉoev interpreted 
as a fem. acc. sg. (Hom. Wörter, 173 f.; on Tabachovitz see Frisk, GE W, I, 410). 
There can be little doubt that the meaning ‘ expectation’ demands derivation 
from *8é&tc, the normal abstract of 3éxouot, which under the influence of 
9oxéo became *8óEuw. Here again it is the dative *Sd€yt and, perhaps, the 
gen. pl. 3o£éov that led to an Z-stem Soa On the semantic development 
see also W. Luther, Weltansicht und Geistesleben, 1954, 95. 
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in Tyrtaeus and Archilochus; we would have to assume, however, 
that dialectal Seomotas (in, e.g., Pindar) is a transposition of the 
‘epic’ Seonotng. But as we now know that in Mycenaean times 
there were several terms of this semantic field with the ending 
tie (A&F&yévkc, ek”etās, ‘Fet&), it is not impossible that zë 
omotic was changed to *Seonét&%¢ under their influence, although 
the attested dopota is not certain to be connected with the 
‘obvious’ Indo-European antecedent *dems potis?. 

The verb SeondGw has also been used to support the case 
for a root-noun *2o/-, or at least the compound *demspot-, and 
even to find additional evidence for the ‘ variant ' *pod—, ‘ attested ' 
by Slavic gospode. But, to take the latter point first, the relation 
of Beoaéi to 9eoróvqc is identical with that of é&eudCw to puot- 
(:épuxT—)* or Épy&tnc : Zerétoue, &éxov ` Gexétoue, etc., none 
of which is to be traced to a variant nominal form in ——?. So, if 
deonroCw is a Greek innovation, it is easily understood within the 
framework of Greek denominative formations. But it may be 
an old formation, in spite of the fact that it is first attested at 
Hymn. Cerer. 365 in the future Seonéacetc. Since an IE *potye- 
is attested by Latin (Oscan?) and Aryan, we must assume that 


r The hapax do—po—ta (at PY Tn 316, 5) has been interpreted as *óc—nocac 
‘the house-lord' (Palmer, « Eranos», 53, 1955, 12) or *8oonov&cG (< *dms-, 
Ventris-Chadwick, Documents, 172; Pisani, above, 374°), but, in addition to 
the recalcitrant ' first part, the "second part' is also far from being certain 
to represent rot&—; it could obviously be ponta— porta— bostá-(patd < pniä- ?), 
etc. Hemberg's suggestion (< Eranos», 52, 1954, 179) that in the pair dconéty¢ 
~ dopota = Socndta (or, p. 180, *Seuondtns ~ *Soyonócrnc) «kann ein Wechsel 
von o und e in unbetonter Silbe kaum befremden » is unacceptable in this form. 
One might perhaps try to save the equation by assuming that in an inherited 
*8ouoror- the sequence o-o was dissimilated to s—o. This change is frequent 
in the Romance languages (cp. Spanish hermoso from formosu, Portuguese 
pesponto ‘ back-stitch ’ from post—punctum, see Grammont, Traité de phonétique, 
19565, 272 f.) but I know of no certain example in Greek. Add. 

2 For the formation of this verb see, in contrast to Schwyzer, GG, I, 734", 
and Frisk, GEW, I, 144, Risch's explanation, « Anthropos», 53, 1958, 160; 
«Gnomon », 30, 1958, 93; Heubeck, «IF», 64, 1959, 237; « Glotta >, 39, 1961, 
169 (derived from Mycenaean amot- = àpyuoc-—). 

3 Frisk, GEW, I, 371, is right in rejecting Schwyzer's derivation (GG, 
I, 734) of 8:eonóto from an alleged *Sconod— (:«*8corov/0— hat es nie ge- 
geben») On cdexdfouat etc. see also p. 213 above. 
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*xóocOo was in use in Early Greek and it would be natural to expect 
it as *9eonócoo (*nótis ; *nócco = Fëëomone ; *üsonócoo), The 
fact that the future is also Seomécow shows that either the future 
had to be changed (*9eonó5o?) or the present; obviously the latter 
course was found more practicable. 

IE *potye— itself has also been used to prove that the base 
was *5oft-. Meillet insisted repeatedly? that Skt. patyate cannot 
be a denominative from fati—, since in that case we would find 
* batzyate, but can easily represent an IE *fot~y*/,-, i.e. a formation 
with —y— from the consonantal stem *5oz-. Oddly enough, Meillet 
overlooked that his argument concerning the Sanskrit form is 
irrelevant. Zf the Sanskrit verb were an Indian creation, we would 
obviously expect *patiyate. But since the verb is undoubtedly 
of Indo-European date, the fact that IE *potyetot was preserved 
as Skt. patyate is no more than would be expected. Within Indo- 
European, however, the argument does not hold. As is known, 
the denominative verbs passed, broadly speaking, through three 
successive phases’. The athematic formation from consonantal 
nouns (e.g. *spek—ti) was gradually superseded by the thematic 
type (*spek—e-tz) and this in its turn was replaced by the formation 
in —ye—|~yo— (*spek-ye-ti). But the last type is obviously simply 
the thematic type based on —-stem nouns: *spek—ye-ti is to be 
interpreted as *spe£;—e-£;, regularly resulting in *spekyeti, which, 
when referred to a nominal stem *spek-, had to be analysed 
as *spe£—ye-H, that is as containing a suffix —ye-. Brugmann 
rightly noted? that such presents as IE *e"yo ‘I go’ or Skt. 
fucyati may be from the nouns *g%q2mg—, fwci-, and may have 
supplied the prototypes of the —ye-[—yo- presents. Thus from the 
Indo-European point of view the denominative thematic verb 
from *2oZi- could only be *pote—e—toz = *potyetot. We may go 
even further. Owing to the rules of syllabication *, cven a form- 
ation with —ye- would give the same result since *poti—ye—toi 


* «MSL », 10, 1898, 139; 23, 1927, 148; « BSL», 25, 1925, 143. Cf. also 
Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.4, 529. 

? See Schwyzer, GG, I, 722 f. 

3 Brugmann, Grundriss, ll, 3, 181; cf. also 193 on *2ozye-. 

* I am thinking of course of the Sievers-Edgerton law, see «Language », 


19, 1943, 83-124; 38, 1962, 352-9. 
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would automatically be realized as *potyetoz. At the Indo-Euro- 
pean level there is then no difficulty with *5o£yezoz as a derivative 
of *5oti-:either *5o£i—e-£oi or *poti-ye-to can account for it, 
it certainly does not demand a base *2or-'. 

Nor are Latin hospes compos impos evidence of an Indo- 
European compositional type in —foft-?. To be sure, in Latin, 
the critical cases do appear in forms which suggest a consonantal 
stem. We find the gen. pl. Zospit-um, compot-um, abl. sg. compot—e ?. 
But the noun Zespes cannot continue an IE —*pot-s (let alone 
—*pet—s!) since, as we have seen above, the sigmatic nominative 
of a —#—stem *ot- would have been *50s, and the compound 
*hospos would have retained the nominative, would even have 
extended its lengthened grade to the whole declension as is shown 
by nepds | nepotis which does continue a —z-stem *zepof— (nom. 
*nepos, acc. *nepot—m, gen. *nept-os, etc) The inflection hospes | 
hospitem naturally led to the transfer to the consonantal stems 
since all nouns in —es[—72s are consonantal; cf. comes pedes eques 
miles satelles celes dives, etc.*. The nominative itself, since it 
cannot be from *—5o/-s, must derive from the only alternative 
suggested by the other languages, and that is —Ao#s. This of 
course gave, by syncope, —pos(s) (or —pus? cf. Paelign. hospus), 
and, depending on whether one admits a change o > in a final 
closed syllable or not, one may assume direct development from 
—pos to —pes, or analogical reshaping of -pos | —pitis to —pes | —pitis. 


* It is not necessary today to discuss the curious consonantal stem *Zo£y 
thought to be borne out by Skt. paty-ate and (jds-)paty-a— (Benveniste, 
Origines, 63, 73). 

? Meillet's doctrine is endorsed by Leumann-Hofmann, 250 (as against 
89, 92); Walde-Hofmann, I, 660 f., II, 350. : 

3 The gen. pl. compotum is found once, at Livy, I, 10, 7; the abl. compote 
is fairly frequent. Neither form is attested in zmfos. Cf. Neue-Wagener, 
Formenlehre der lateinischen Sprache, 113, 1892, 76, 127. Oddly enough, Meillet 
(«BSL », 25, 1925, 143) gives compote as a hapax, compotum as frequent. I 
ignore here sospes since it is not at all certain that it belongs with our group, 
see Walde-Hofmann, II, 564 f.; Pedersen, «MSL», 22, 1920, 7-12; Dumézil, 
« Eranos», 52, 1954, 1127; Kuiper, « Indo-Iranian Journal», 4, 1960, 593. 

4 I do not wish to insist on the fact that there are a few instances of a 
gen. pl. hospitium (Neue-Wagener, o. c., I3, 1890, 413) since these occur from 
true consonant stems, too (e.g. iudicium, artificium, haruspicium, ibidem). 
But the homonymy with the neuter hospitium may be noted. 
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A good parallel for the syncope in polysyllables is offered by the 
contrast of caput with praeceps anceps. The latter represent 
*prai—kapu(t)s, *amb(i)-kapu(¢)s, and thus of necessity presuppose 
the syncope to *praz—kaps *ankaps, and with raising praeceps 
anceps". 

That the derivation of hospes from *ghosti—potis was « pho- 
netically not impossible» was honestly admitted by Fränkel 
but he thought that the decisive proof of a —-stem was supplied 
by Lithuanian, and especially by Slavic?. Yet, if one looks at 
the ' evidence ', one can but marvel at the assurance apparently 
inspired by the data of these languages. 

The Lithuanian evidence need not detain us long. Saussure 
was the first to claim that in early Lithuanian texts the noun 
viespat- 'lord, king’ still had the consonantal inflection ?. Quite 
recently the statement has been repeated by SkardZius in a paper 
on old root-nouns in Lithuanian *. The evidence is now clearly 
presented by J. Kazlauskas in his articles on the history of the 
consonantal inflexion * and the disappearance of root-nouns in 
Lithuanian í; of considerable importance is also his paper on the 


* It is usually said (after F. Skutsch, < Vollmóller's Jahresberichte », 5, 
1901, 63) that Jraeceps is not from —caput-s but due to the analogy of compounds 
with —ceps. But in that case why do we still have the anomalous inflection 
—ceps | —cipitis? And at what stage could ~cefs begin to affect -kapufs? And, 
last not least, what connection was there between the two types to account for 
the analogy? The answer clearly is ‘none’. Far from representing the regular 
development from *2rai-£ajo?s (?, surely ~kafuts), the few cases of praecipes 
ancipes are analogical innovations based on the oblique stem —c2227-, as is cor- 
rectly stated by Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.4, 98 f. The abl. praecip~e 
of Ennius is obviously based on the nom. praeceps and not vice versa (Leumann- 
Hofmann, 260; Walde-Hofmann, I, 44). All this was of course clearly stated 
by Solmsen, « KZ p, 34, 1897, 36; Brugmann, Grundriss, I?,-215, and should 
never have been abandoned. 

? Frankel, Nom. ag., II, 154. 

3 De Saussure, «IF >, 4, 1894, 456 f., esp. 459-463. 

4 Skardžius, « IF », 62, 1956, 158-166, esp. 159. His Lzefuviw kalbos 
žodžių darya (where the question is discussed at p. 49) is inaccessible to me. 

s J. Kazlauskas, Z4 priebalsinio linksniavimo istorijos (Daugiskaitos ir 
vienaskaitos kilmininkas, daugiskaitos vardininkas), «Lietuvos TSR Aukštųjų 
Mokyklų Mokslo Darbai-Kalbotyra > (Vilna) 3, 1961, 61-68. 

6 J. Kazlauskas, Sa£nmimiu vardažodžių nykimas, ibid. 73-78. On this 
subject see also his article on «Lietuvių kalbos daiktavardéiu priebalsinio 
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elimination of stem inflexion*. He gives a complete list of the 
occurrences in the XVI-XVIIth c. authors of the consonantal forms, 
i.e. gen. sg. vzespbates, dat. sg. vzespati, nom. pl. vzeXpazes, gen. pl. 
vieSpates, gen. pl. viespatu*. These forms are paralleled by z-stem 
forms, and in most cases the z-stem form is the only one in use, 
or is used concurrently with —ya-stem forms. Cf. gen. sg. vzespatzes 
in Syrwid, Daukáa (both the Postilla and the catechism), in the 
Catechism of 1605, etc. 5; dat. sg. viespazze, etc. But if this were 
the whole story, we could stil maintain that the consonantal 
forms are remnants of the earlier type which slowly gives way to 
the z-type, or even —ya-type. That this argument is without 
force is shown by the fact that similar ' consonantal' forms are 
found even from nouns which are indubitably original —-stems. 
It will be enough to quote zXmznis ‘reason, intelligence’, prie- 
Zastis ‘ reason, cause’, mokestis ‘ tax’. In the XVI-Xvuth c. authors 
we find the following forms: 


Gen. sg. @smintes, priegastes of the consonantal type, but 
also the z~stem forms isminties, priežasties ^, 

dat. sg. viešpat but also 7Smint smert (° death’), and viešpati 
asminti smerti, viespatit ismintiz smertit >; l 

nom. pl. gentes (‘tribes’), priežastes, but also priežastis 5; 

gen. pl. zisinty priegasty mokestų beside priežascių mokia- 
Scat 7. 


These facts show clearly that even in our earliest records we 
do not possess fully reliable witnesses as far as the question is 
concerned whether a noun was a consonantal stem or an z-stem. 
The curious fact is that just as there was a tendency in Early 


linksniavimo tipo nykimas» in the Vilna University publication Kai kurie 
lietuvių kalbos gramatikos klausimai, 1957, 5-20. 

* J. Kazlauskas, Sokrastentje upotreblenija imen suXcestvitel'nyx s osnovoj 
na-t v litouskom jazy&e, «Voprosy Slavjansk Jazykoznanija» 5, 1961, 71-107. 

? « Kalbotyra », 3, 1961, 75. 

3 See Kazlauskas, < Kalbotyra », 3, 1961, 67. 

^ Kazlauskas, « Kalbotyra >, 3, 1961, 64, 67. 

s Kazlauskas, « Voprosy Slavjanskogo Jazykoznanija», 5, 1961, 95 f. 

$ Kazlauskas, « Kalbotyra », 3, 1961, 68-9. 

7 Kazlauskas, o. c., 62 f. 
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Lithuanian to extend the sphere of athematic verbs', so in the 
nominal inflection the consonantal inflection was extended beyond 
its proper sphere. The tendency is carried to an extreme in the 
modern dialects where we find such forms as, e.g., gen. sg. Eer, 
etc.?, from nouns which were undoubtedly ;-stems originally 
(cf. Skt. agni—, Lat. ignis). This means that the Lithuanian evi- 
dence is never decisive. Unless it is confirmed by outside evi- 
dence, the mere fact that a noun has athematic case-forms is insuf- 
ficient to establish it as an old consonantal stem; and even where 
the external evidence warrants the assumption of an old conso- 
nantal stem, we may often be wrong in thinking that a conso- 
nantal case-form in Lithuanian is a survival of the old paradigm 
rather than an innovated form š. 

Applying these results to the term in question, we must 
conclude that the Lithuanian evidence is incapable of settling the 
question whether wiespats represents an old consonantal stem in 
—fot- or an —-stem in —poti—-. Only external evidence can help. 
And since the only clear type is provided by the Aryan compounds 
in —patz—, indirectly supported by Greek —x0776 and Latin *—oz(7)s, 
we must conclude that viešpats represents viespatis. This is again 
confirmed by the observation that an inherited consonantal stem 
with the nominative in —20s (from *—pof-s) would have developed 
into —puotis in the same way as inherited *zepós was transformed 
to nepuotis. 

The Slavic ' evidence’ is even more disappointing. The rele- 
vant noun is (Old Church Slav.) gospode ‘ master, lord’ which is, 


* See Stang's clear presentation of the facts in « Scando-Slavica », 8, 1962, 
161 f.; see also Specht, « KZ >, 62, 1935, 82 f., and more recently Sabaliauskas, 
in Kai kurie lietuviu kalbos gramatikos klausimai (see 380°) 77 f. 

2 Kazlauskas, « Kalbotyra», 3, 1961, 65. 

3 It is extremely unlikely that, e.g., Lithu. air ‘axle’ originally was 
an athematic noun — in spite of the gen. sg. asés, gen. pl. as# in modern dialects 
(Skardžius, « IF >, 62, 1956, 158; Kazlauskas, « Kalbotyra», 3, 1961, 74). We 
may extract a ‘ base’ *z£s— from a comparison of Greek Sony with duaga (?), 
Lat. axis, etc., but this does not prove that *aés— existed as a consonantal stem 
even in our Indo-European. Similarly, Lithu. ZzZzs, which shows no trace 
of a consonantal inflexion (Kazlauskas, o. c., 73; Skardžius, Lei is not to be 
‘traced to *anat-, since the evidence of Lat. anat- and Old Norse ond is out- 
weighed by Skt. on. from > *z£-. Add. 
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rightly, considered a compound of the type of Latin Zosfes, i.e. 
containing as its second element a form corresponding to *—poéz-. 
The fact that instead of —poti— (i.e. —pote) we find —Aodb with a 
voiced dental, prompted Meillet's suggestion that it reflected an 
old consonantal stem —o£—- which could regularly alternate with 
—fod-'; others would add that the voicing originated in case- 
forms with an ending beginning with a voiced consonant (e.g. 
—Óbh-)?. But the assumption does not really explain the anomaly: 
even where we do find an alternation of voiceless: voiced, Slavic 
retains the voiceless variant (desea— ` 0€x49—. Moreover, the 
fact that of all the Indo-European languages Slavic alone shows 
—d— can only be understood as a Slavic innovation. No wonder 
that most scholars seek the explanation in a different direction š. 
Vaillant repeatedly expressed the view, first advanced by Much *, 
that gospodo, like svobod) ‘free’, was a Germanic loan-word: 
IE *ghosti-potts (and *swo—potis) gave Gmc. *gast-faói- (and 
*swa-baói)5. The difficulty is not so much that these forms are 
not actually attested as the fact that they would not account for 
the Slav forms. If Slavic *svobodp derives from Germanic, its 
antecedent must be *swabadz—, presupposing an IE *swopotís, 
ie. an oxytone. Slavic gospode on the other hand could only 
derive from a Gmc. *gaszi-faói- (paralleled by the attested Goth. 
órzb-fadi- from *brapi—fadi-, hundafadi— and pusundi-fadi-), 
presupposing either —potés (in which case the ‘regular’ -baði- 
was changed to —a0;— after the simplex), or *ghosti—potis. In 


* Meillet, first at « MSL », 10, 1898, 138, then repeatedly, e.g., at « BSL », 
25, 1925, 143. 

2 Cf. Frankel, Nom. ag., II, 1912, 155; «KZ», 50, 1922, 216'; Lohmann, 
Genus und Sexus, 1932, 76. Meillet’s view is also accepted by Berneker, .S/a- 
visches etymol. Wörterbuch, Y, 1908-1913, 336; Pokorny, 453; Vasmer, REW, 
I, 299; Stawski, Słownik etymologiczny jezy&a polskiego, I, 1952-56, 325; Machek, 
Etymologický slovník jazyka českého a slovanského, 1957, 139. 

3 I ignore here Wẹglarz’ suggestion (known to me only from Trubačev, 
Istorija slaujanskix terminou rodstva, 1959, 182) that *ekost-2ot-t» gave —podb 
since there are many originally consonant stems which show no trace of voicing 
caused by —. 

^ Much, Festgabe R. Heinzel, 1898, 213 f. 

5 Vaillant, « RES », 28, 1951, 139-40; Grammaire comparée des langues 
slaves, II, 1, 1958, 152; II, 2, 1958, 540; Mélanges F. Mossé, 1959, 459; cf. also 
«La Nouvelle Clio», VII-IX, 1957, 485-6 (on swobode). 
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other words, neither Germanic word would have shown an accen- 
tuation J/Z0z-. Yet, the Slavic facts show that the original accent 
was gospóde, possibly góspode', and, as far as such matters can 
be ascertained, this would bein agreement with the Indo-European 
accentuation, too, cf. Rigvedic grhdpati-, prajaipati- on the one 
hand, zrpáti-, vifbáti- on the other ?. 

It is therefore impossible to trace both Slavic terms to a 
Germanic source and thus the chief attraction of the explanation 
disappears?. There is indeed no reason for deriving gospode 
alone from Germanic, its d must find some other explanation *. 
If one still wishes to explain it on the assumption of borrowing, 
one might look to Iran as a likely source. But the suggestion that : 
gospods is a back-formation from gosfodars, borrowed from a 
MPersian *géspandddr 'sheep-owner'5, breaks down on the 
meaning, and the more recent version of this explanation °, that 
an inherited *gospofs became gospodo under the influence of gos- 
podar) from *gdspanddar, must therefore also be rejected 7. 
However, a MPersian *gospad, developed from Avestan vespazz-, 
would easily account for gospode. It would explain the trouble- 
some d the curious fact that the —-—-stem paradigm shows such 
aberrant forms as gen. gospoda or gospodja, dat. gospodu ot gospodju’, 


* Cf. Bulachovskij, < Izvestija Akademii Nauk, Otdelenije Jazyka i Li- 
teratury », 18, 1959, 112. Add. 

2 See Kurylowicz, Accentuation?, 80 f., but also Wackernagel-Debrunner, 
Ai. Gr., II, 1, Nachtrége, 75 ad 263, 30 f.; Wackernagel, KSchr., 1114 f; Renou, 
Etudes védiques et paninéennes, Y, 1955, 51 f. The oxytone type apsarapatt- etc. 
appears only from the Atharvaveda on, and is an obvious innovation. Add. 

3 The source of d (at least) is again sought in Germanic influence by 
K. Moszyüski, Pierwotny zasigg jezyka prastowianskiego, Wroclaw 1957, 254 f. 

4 I cannot share the optimism that Tocharian jafs can prove an IE 
*podhis (Pisani, a Die Welt der Slawen s, 2, 1957, 201 f. «Sprache», 7, 1961, 
IOI),:or even fot-s or *$e/-s (Windekens, «Muséon», 66, 1953, 163-6). Add. 

5 Korsch's view, known to me from Berneker, Slavisches etym. Wörter- 
buch, 1, 1908-1913, 336. 

Š Krogmann, Festschrift Vasmer, 1956, 253 f., esp. 258. 

? I agree with Vasmer, REW, I, 299 f. 

8 For the facts see Leskien, Handbuch der altbulgarischen Sprache, 1955”, 
67 f£.; Diels, Althkirchenslavische Grammatik, 1, 1932, 161, but esp. 162; v. Wijk, 
Istorija staroslavjanskogo jazyka, I, Moscow 1957, 252 f., and « Zeitschrift für 
slavische Philologie >, 6, 1929, 364 f. Add. 
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and would eliminate the difficulty of a derivation from *goste- 
pod consisting in the loss of the second syllable which at present 
is met by the ad #oc assumption that such a loss is not uncommon 
(though unknown to Old Church Slavonic!) in titles and terms of 
address‘. Semantically, it is identical with the Lithuanian vzes- 
pats. The form of the word would require it to be a Sassanian 
loan for it is in the 3rd c. A.D. that the change wz- > gz— is 
clearly attested ?. Although the word is not known to me from 
later Iranian, it is perhaps worth noting that Ossetic (Iron) uæzdon 
° noble ’ (title of landowners, lords, subject to a prince) may reflect 
*wisb(ayg-àn- a derivative of the word in question °. 

It is clear however that the lranian origin here tentatively 
suggested is by no means certain, and an internal Slavic explanat- 
ion would obviously be more convincing. After adhering for a 
long time to the Indo-Europeanizing view of the origin of Z, Frankel 
in his later years preferred to ascribe it to the ending of svobode 
'free' ^. But Trubaéev rightly objects that the semantic link 
is not demonstrated 5; he also insists that svobod» is a late formation, 
built on the earlier singulative *svobo- (IE *swobho—) and the 
collective svoboda $. This does not mean, however, that we must 


* See Vasmer, l. c. and others. 

2 See Eilers ap. Altheim, Geschichte der Hunnen, V, 1962, 249 f. Particular- 
ly interesting are the instances of Greek transcription with o in the Sapür- 
inscription, e.g. yopéķov alternating with youpat (~ *eusbad]*gosbad). For 
the facts see also Horn, in: Grundriss der iranischen Philologie, 1, 2, 1898, 64. 
An interesting Ossetic instance of this development would be guppur-sar 
‘noble,’ if from *wiÜüa-2u0ra- as suggested by Bailey, «Rocznik Orientali- 
styczny », 21, 1957, 69; but cf. Abajev, Jstoriko-etimologiteski7 slovaro osetin- 
s£ogo jazyka, I, 1958, 531. 

3 On the word see Bailey, «TPS», 1960, 62 f., who however traces it 
to Iran. wazd- ' nourish, fatten.’ Note that the Digor form is zezdon (Abajev, 
Osetinsbij jazyk i fol’klor, 1, Moscow 1949, 477), and although Iron æ: Digor e 
is found in some other cases (Abajev, 369, note 6), it is possible that the Digor 
form represents *waztsp(a)t—an-. 

4 Frankel, « ZSP s, 20, 1948, 51 f.; Litauisches etym. Wörterbuch, Y, 551. 
See also Lohmann, Genus und Sexus, 1932, 76 (who combines original —2o£-/ 
—fod- and influence of svobodo). 

5 Trubatev, Zszorzja slavjanskix terminov rodstva, 1959, 183. 

6 Trubatev, l. c. and 170-1. Trubacev seems to me right in rejecting (171) 
the connection with svodods of the name of the Thracian god Zebäéiuoc, fashion- 
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return to Meillet's view. For there are other terms which are 
both formally and semantically closely linked with our word. 
The obvious antonym to 'master, lord' is ' domestic, servant; 
follower, retainer ', and these notions are expressed by (Old Church 
Slav.) Zeljadb ‘servants, domestics’, cede ‘retainers, people’. To 
the same sphere belongs the plural /judije ‘ people’, which presup- 
poses the singular */juds, attested by Lithu. Mdéudis ‘ people’ '. 
Of particular interest is the fact that just as besides gospode we 
have gospodine, with apparently no difference in meaning, so 
besides *Z/uZb we have ljudina ‘ free man’; the relation is clearly 
Ljudije ` ljudina = gospodije : gospodine. It is even likely that the 
coexistence of /judzje|* Ijude with the o-stem ¿jude was the model 
of the o-stem gen. gospoda, dat. gospodu. It seems therefore not 
impossible that *gospots became gospodo under the influence of 
these terms in —7e. But since this derivation still implies the short- 
ening from *goszbpoib to *gospote, I should be inclined to give a 
slight preference to the derivation from Iranian suggested above °. 

The preceding discussion justifies the conclusion that the assum- 
ption of a consonantal stem poż- as a second member of compounds 
and contrasting with the simplex */ofi— is untenable. If one goes 
beyond appearances, no language is found to support the conso- 


able today (cf. Georgiev, Balgarska etimologija à onomastika, Sofia 1960, 84. 
99); Kretschmer's argument that the original spelling is ZixoX9toc (Einleitung 
in die Geschichte der griechischen Sprache, 1896, 195, cf. 196°, and see also Det- 
schew, Dze thrakischen Sprachreste, 1957, 427) still holds and rules out a con- 
nection with *s(w)odh-; an alternative etymon (IE *Zez- ‘to swell?!) is offered 
by Russu, Z2mba traco-dacilor, 1959, 75. 

* Trubaéev, o. c., 169, rejects the usual derivation of Z/zdz7e from *leudh— 
‘grow’ on the ground that the meaning ‘free’ is not sufficiently explained, 
and suggests connection with Gk. Ave ‘loose, free. But the semantic develop- 
ment is clearly ‘growth’ — ‘ people! — ‘ free men.’ 

2 These nouns in -db may even be responsible for the creation of svobodo 
from the inherited *swodho-, and not from swoboda (Trubacev 171). I can see 
no way of accepting the double dissimilation involved in the derivation of 
svobod from IE *swe—poti- (Machek, Etymologicky slovník jazyka českého a 
slovanského, 1957, 490). Finally I should note here that Bartoli’s suggestion 
(« SIFC », 12, 1935, 45-59, esp. 55 f.) that the d of Slavic ~od- is due to the 
‘fact’ that IE stems in —Z- are more numerous than those in —- breaks down 
on the fact that —d- is not general in the Indo-European languages but confined 
to Slavic. Nor is his *gos- (*ghos—?) ‘*house’ (p. 54) any more convincing. 
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nantal stem, and at least two groups, Aryan, and Germanic, clearly 
exhibit the simplex *$o£- even in compounds. The facts are so 
clear that itis hardly worth pointing out that in the meantime 
Meillet's main justification for the assumption has also disappeared. 
In his famous article « Sur le róle et l'origine des noms d'action 
indo-européens en —7-»', Meillet maintained that —#— was ori- 
ginally confined to compounds, whereas —- indicated agent nouns. 
Hence agent nouns could not appear with —-— in the second mem- 
ber of compounds, and this view was confirmed by the use of 
—ot- in compounds; the simplex potz— merely showed an addi- 
tional —-, frequently found in nouns — but void of meaning °. 
But we now know again that nouns of action in —#— were not 
confined to compounds: such important simple nouns as Gk. 
UITLIG, nc, Gothic mahts ‘ power’, ansts ‘ grace, favour’, Latin 
mens gens mors, etc., demonstrate this ?. With the recognition of 
these facts the theoretical justification of compositional —o£— is 
gone. We are no longer forced to establish an unnatural dicho- 
tomy between the well-established simplex *fotz—- and an alleged 
second member —fof-. We are again free to assume, in fact we 
are bound to assume that if the noun for ‘master’ had the form 
*poti-, this was also used in phrases and compounds since there 
was no other form to be used. 

Nor need this surprise us. Although the analyst, especially 
if he accepts the triliteral shape as the earliest root-form, may be 
tempted to regard such nouns as *ow7— ‘sheep’, *awd— ‘bird’ as 
containing a suffix —-, the plain fact is that these words are only 
known in this shape, just as others are only known as consonantal 
stems (e.g. *ped—, *o£"—, *nok”t—, etc). The same applies to Lat. 
anguis, Skt. ahi-. Likewise the only IE form known is the noun 
* poti—, matched by *ghosti— in Latin, Germanic and Slavic. Altough 
an analysis *fof-z— is not impossible, is indeed very likely, we 


* «BSL», 25, 1925, 123-145. 

* L. Ca D: 443. 

3 See Gershevitch, « SIFC », 15, 1938, 175%; Porzig, Die Namen für Satzin- 
halte im Griechischen und Indogermanischen, 1942, 325; Benveniste, Moms 
d'agent et noms d'action en indo-européen, 1948, 109 f.; Liebert, Das Nominal- 
suffix —ti- im Altindischen, 1949, 149 f.; Wackernagel-Debrunner, 47.Gr., II, 
2, 634. 


ao 
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must not shrink from recognizing the fact that *2oz— is not found 
either on its own or in composition. 

A few words may here be said about the etymon of *ozis. 
An early interpretation is based on the analysis *5o—Z-, i.e. an 
abstract formation in —- which became a concrete: « Herrschaft > 
> «Herr»; the verbal base would be the one seen in Skt. pã- 
‘to protect’ *. The obvious difficulty is that from *52 (IE *5eH—) 
the derivative would be either with the full-grade, t.e. Skt. *pa—tz-, 
or with the nil-grade, i.e. Skt. *52——-; a form pa—ti— (IE *po-ti-) 
cannot be reconciled with an IE *56/7-?. If one still wants to 
maintain the connection with Skt. a, one must assume that the 
suffix was —et-;-, i.e. *5H,-et-i- developed into *fofz—3. But in 
that case some explanation would be desirable of the fact that 7 is 
lost without trace, i.e. without either causing aspiration (*phazz-), 
if it was /7,, or voicing, if it was /7,*. However, the connection 
with Skt. pã- is extremely unlikely: there is no trace of IE *poti— 
ever having had the meaning ' protector '5. One must therefore 
assume either that *2o7—— is an ——stem formed from a basic *pof— 
(*5ez—) which cannot be further analyzed, or, if the morphological 
cut *$—o£-j- is accepted, that p- represents the remainder of a 
root, just as the ‘root’ of English sooth is s— (from *es— ‘ to be’), 
and of tooth, t- (from IE *ed— ' to eat’). In view of the fact that 
the adverb and preposition *2o£(7) is in all probability from *ap(o) 5, 
it would seem that the noun *fofis must come from a different 


r Cf. Bopp, Glossarium comparativum linguae Sanscritae, 18673, 227; 
Delbrück, Die idg. Verwandtschafisnamen, 1890, 436 f. 

2 [t is surprising that the cut *2o-Zi— is still admitted by J. Holt, Zes 
noms d'action en oe (-t1¢), «Acta Jutlandica», XIII/1, 1941, 26. Schwyzer 
(GG, I, 5043) also seems to regard *2o—- as the root, although he thinks that 
—#— is not the abstract suffix. 

3 This form is assumed by Trier (« Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftung für 
Rechtsgeschichte, Germanistische Abteilung », 65, 1947, 234, 245) with the 
usual, very idiosyncratic, assumptions on the semantic side (« das herrschende 
Glied, der Führer des Rings»). The same derivation is advanced by Burrow 
(*p-ati-), see «TPS », 1949, 44°; The Sanskrit Language, 1955, 168°. 

^ On the quality of H, see also Burrow, «TPS», 1949, 50 f., esp. 517; 
on the problem of voicing, Szemerényi, Trends and Tasks in Comparative Phi- 
lology, 1962, II. 

5 The connection is rejected by Benveniste, too (« BSL s, 51/2, 1956, 26). 

$ Schwyzer-Debrunner, GG, II, 509. 
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source altogether? since their meanings are irreconcilable. On 
the other hand, *4ofis seems to contain an emphatic reference 
to ownership and possession. It may therefore be tentatively 
suggested that ultimately it derives from IE*o5- ‘ wealth’ (laryn- 
gealist */7,/2—) which is now attested not only by Latin ops opu- 
lentus copia inopia but also Hittite happin—, happinant- ‘rich’, 
happinah~ ‘make rich’, happines— ‘become rich'*. The deri- 
vation would be *(o)$—et--, or laryngealist *(//),)f—-of+~-; the 
meaning ' wealthy man’ > ‘owner, master ' 3. 

We may now approach our main problem, the formation of 
the feminine *2ofz7 which, as we have seen at the beginning of 
this section, appears in Skt. pdtnui, Iranian pai, Greek móta 
and 9éoxow« ^, Lithu. viešpatni. We should note however that 
the simplex quite likely survives in Slavic, too. Machek has sug- 
gested that the feminine pamejz ‘lady, mistress’, found in the 
Western Slav languages (Czech pani, Polish panz), also represents 
the IE feminine 5. Since the masculine *2ozis possibly also survives 
in pote-biga ‘divorced woman’, often interpreted as ‘she who 
runs away from her husband '$, it would not be surprising that 
* ^ot? should also survive. The loss of ¢ is in order. But to explain 
the a of the Slavic form, Machek assumes that it reflects, not 
* otn, but a vrddhied *202z2. This would no doubt have developed 


r Mezger, « KZ», 76, 1960, 301, thinks that *Jo#— might come from 
*(a)po as «der für sich steht, der abseits und den anderen gegenüber steht». 
It will be enough to refer here to Mayrhofer's discussion (in: Studien zur indo- 
germanischen Grundsprache, 1952, 40 f.) of Weisweiler's suggestion (« Paideuma », 
3, 1948, 112-117) that IE *ZoZzs is borrowed from Sumerian gatesi « Priester- 
fürst, Stadtfürst ». 

* On this group see above our discussion of &pevog, p. 144 f. 

3 A further problem is whether *oJ- ‘ wealth’ is to be regarded as a se- 
condary, but still Indo-European, development from an earlier ‘ work,’ see 
Walde-Pokorny I, 175; Pokorny 780. Add. 

4 On the contrast of métvia/déo70tva, and the derivation of the latter 
from —ro(t)vya, see Risch, < IF s, 59, 1944, 13; Frisk, GEW, I, 370. 

5 Machek, «Recueil linguistique de Bratislava», I, 1948, 93 f.; EZymolo- 
gický slovník jazyka českého a slovanského, 1957, 351 f. Trubatev, ZsZorzja 
slavjanskix terminov rodstva, 1959, 184. 

6 Leskien apud Delbrück, Die idg. Verwandischaftsnamen, 1890, 596; 
Meillet-Vaillant, Slave Commun, 1934^, 501 («comme il parait évident »); Tru- 
bacev, o. c., 185. But cf. Vasmer, REW, II, 385. 
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into *5az: but there is no explanation for the vrddhi which seems to 
add nothing to the meaning of the basic *5o£z;. It seems to me 
that the assumption is unnecessary. I believe that Vaillant was 
right in maintaining that long (or geminate) sonants, e.g. zz, were 
reduced with lengthening of the preceding vowel'; cf. pomeémnoti 
‘remember’ from —»en-ng- (< mon—n-), pinmedzs ‘coin, money ' 
from $ezz— borrowed from OHG pfenning (Engl. penny). Since 
in was obviously assimilated to zz in the first place, it seems 
reasonable to assume that *2ofzz became *ponnī and then with 
reduction of the nasal *pdniz, *panz. Thus, if the connection 
with *5ozzi is correct, we do not need vrddhi. But we must not 
overlook the fact that the early Czech forms have an initial A4- 
which may point to a different antecedent °. 

The formation of IE *5o£zz oddly contrasts with the accepted 
pattern, the use of simple — to form feminines to existing mascu- 
lines. This pattern is well exemplified by the Lithuanian innov- 
ation pati which replaces the old patni, as well as the later Sanskrit 
innovation —patī- 3, and needs no further proof. The real oddity 
of *fotni lies in the combination of the well-established femin- 
inizing — with a ' suffix’ z that precedes it. 

The early suggestion that the feminine —zxz presupposed a 
masculine ——stem was later modified in the sense that the —— 
stem was only ‘ virtual’, —2 was based on such pairs as Sanskrit 
taksan-|taksni*, or that —2 was a suffixcluster in existence since 
Indo-European times®. But it is hard to see how Zoëen? could have 


1 Grammaire comparée des langues slaves, 1, 1950, 96 f., esp. 99 f., and 147 f. 
Vaillant accounts in this way (99 f.) for Zéjo ‘I pour’ (from */ey—yd), krajo 
‘board, edge’ (from *£ray—-yo- > *£róyo-). Schmalstieg (« Word» 16, 1960, 
2054) objects to this on the ground that eyC gives £C. But he ignores the 
obvious parallel of enn > £z, and his laryngealist explanation (based on Diver's 
‘ palatal’ laryngeal!) is no use in most cases, including $7579. 

2 See Smilauer afud Machek, 1. c., s. fin., and Vaillant's despondent note 
(o. c., II, 1, 1958, 107). But the usual view (cf. Vasmer, REW, II, 308), is 
hardly tenable: *go2275 as an ablaut-variant of Zufate is impossible since the lat- 
ter is a Turkish loan, see Menges, « Ural-altaische Jahrbücher » 31, 1959, 177 f. 

3 Wackernagel-Debrunner, 47.Gr., II, 2, 414. 

^ This was suggested by Brugmann, see Delbrück, Die idg. Verwandt- 
schaftsnamen, 436. 

5 Brugmann, Gruzdriss? II, 1, 1906, 215; followed by Hirt, ZG, IH, 
1927, 190; Meillet, « BSL», 32, 1931, 22; Zntroduction?, 285. 
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produced patni: it was quite clearly analyzable as zaækşņ—ī, the 
regular formation from masculine faksan-, while a masculine 
** patan—, or IE**5ot-ez— is something unheard of, not to speak 
of the semantic improbability. On the other hand by assuming 
a suffix-cluster -#7 we exaggerate the extent to which the suffix 
was used in Indo-European times and falsify the picture by attri- 
buting to Indo-European the adjectival formations largely found 
in Sanskrit only. Besides, the assumption of —zz does not explain 
its origin. 

The correct interpretation must start from the fact that for 
Indo-European only two formations of this type can be ascer- 
tained, both substantives. One is the form *fotni in question, 
the other the feminine noun for ' queen '. The latter is established 
by the almost perfect agreement of Sanskrit 7@j#z with Old Irish 
rígain ‘queen’, Welsh rhiain ‘ queen, lady, virgin’. The Celtic 
forms point to an Early Celtic *rigan?, gen. *riganiyds, from IE 
*régnni*, while Skt. rdj#z seems to continue an IE *rēgnī?. What- 
ever the reason for the discrepancy, phonemically the IE form 
was *rvégni. Morphologically, the fact that besides Skt. x44 
there is a masculine rdjan—, would seem to suggest that rdj#7 is 
simply an 7-feminine *rzg—4-2 based on a masculine *vég—on-. 
But the Western languages have *7ég— as the only form (Old 
Irish 7£, gen. rig; Welsh rki; Latin rég—), and we have no reason to 
assume that there ever was a variant *vég—on—; yet the feminine 
*végni is found in them. It follows therefore that the original 
relation was *rég—: *vég—ni which is preserved in the West. In 
Sanskrit, too, the old noun is räj— ; rdjan—, though found in the 
Rigveda already, is an obvious innovation, and Meillet may be 
right in thinking that it was formed from rzà£iz (RV sam-rãjñi) °. 


* Cf. Pedersen, Vergleichende Grammatik der keltischen Sprachen, 1l, 57, 
89; Lohmann, Genus und Sexus 37; Thurneysen, Grammar of Old Irish, 186, 
189; Jackson, Language and History in Early Britain, 351 (but p. 448 the deri- 
vation of Middle Welsh riein from *viganti must be a misprint for *rigani); 
Pokorny 856; «Münchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft», 15, 1959, 9 f. 
(on *rig—anio-). 

? I feel less confident about adding Lat. végina as dissimilated from *ré- 
gni-ndá. 

3 Chantraine-Meillet, « Revue de Philologie », 58, 1932, 292; cf. Chantraine, 
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We must therefore accept the fact that Indo-European had 
*reg—ni and *pot-ni as the feminines of *vég— and *5ozi-. Since, 
as we have seen, the form of the latter, whether used indepen- 
dently or in composition, always was *fofz-, this means that 
*potni represents an earlier *5of;-42, in which the high vowel 7 
was syncopated already in Indo-European. This would remain 
true even if we assumed that *5ozz; was formed on the analogy 
of *régni': added to *pote—, the suffix — could only give *poti—ni °. 

Since the feminine sign is clearly ——, we must now try to 
see whether the origin of —- can be clarified. The old assumption 
that —;— is the well-known suffix -ez-[-o4—? must be rejected 
because *rzg— and *5o£z- being the only forms attested for Indo- 
European, there is no historical foundation for IE *rég—on— *5oz- 
on—*; functionally, too, the suffixation, apparent in the feminine 


——— 


Formation, 107. Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4z.Gr., II, 2, 421, seem to object 
to this explanation, although p. 176 f. they have adopted it. 

* This was suggested by Lohmann (Genus und Sexus, 84?) on the false 
supposition that +Z was formed from réjan-. 

2 Pisani (< Rendiconti Lincei», VI/11, 1936, 785) assumes an old femi- 
nine *7@g-i- which was enlarged with the 'femininizing' suffix —e#-—/-on- 
to *régiyon—|*régin— and the latter variant, provided with the feminine —d, 
gave régin—a; the parallel form *7ég—om— gave rigain, rdjfl, and paini is of 
the same type. This is still retained for régina at Glottologia indeuropea, 
19613, 188, but apparently dropped (175) for $ezzz. But the feminine —o7- 
can hardly be substantiated, and *rég—on-, for the West, is unlikely. 

3 In addition to the references given above, cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 488, who 
speaks of x (from —ez-[-on-) as «feminin-bildend » in móv—v—« éyidva and, 
perhaps, &Aoo—058—v—vc (accepted and developed by Stolta, «Sprache », 5, 1959, 
187 f., esp. 188, 193 f., 196, 207 fn. 135). But åħocúðvny, if it is of Greek origin 
(cf. Frisk, GEW, I, 77), is simply the feminine of an adjective in —vo-. The 
noun Éyidv« is traced to *eytóvya (Schwyzer, GG, I, 475; Specht, Ursprung, 
3775; Stolta, 1. c., 196; Frisk, GEW, I, 601 f.) only for the sake of obtai- 
ning a formation which will account for the X of the nom-acc. But Solmsen 
showed (Beiträge 253 f.) how —v& was transformed into —& in the course of 
Greek history (mouy Hom.: xpópv& Thuc.; cudpvy : ouúpvž Hippocrates, etc.), 
and, if his derivation from *éytdvé¢ (275 f.) is correct, the feminine could 
only have been *éyíóva; Hesiod's "Eyi8va, both times at end of verse (Zheo- 
gony, 297. 304), may be *èyiðvä, since the accent is not binding (despite Specht, 
Lei, I should even suggest that the original form was *&yt-yv—-à (cf. veoyvóç, 
etc.), with dissimilation of y—y to y—8; cf. “Apixyvy ~ ’Apraddvy, too (Schwyzer, 
GG, I, 208). 

4 Benveniste, Origines 177 f., declares that the suffix -en— can be used 
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only, would be meaningless. Moreover, the examination of the 
morphological structure of these derivatives has already forced 
us to infer, for *5ofm;, a primitive form *foten?, and this form 
leads to a very different interpretation of the formation. 

The Indo-European suffix —zo— could form derivatives from 
nouns and indeclinables. Sanskrit ‘maSru—na ‘bearded ', dro-na- 
‘wooden (vessel = trough)’ illustrate the meanings ‘ provided 
with ’, ‘made of’. Note also Vedic stvai—na— «muliebris >, and 
the adverbial purdnea— ‘old, ancient’, etc." Added to —-stems 
the suffix produced the end-complex ~2ze-— which then could be 
detached as a new unit, a suffix?. Well-known examples of ——2e-— 
are Vedic mahi-na— ‘great’ (: maht~—)%, daksi-na— «dexter », 
Gaulish Mori—-nī ' people of the coast’ (from ‘connected with 
the sea’), OHG truhtin ‘master’ (from the ——-stem ¢ruht, Gmc. 
*druyti-), Gothic kindins ‘ governor’ (from kindi- = Lat. genti-), 
Lithu. avinas, OCS ovens ‘ram’ (from *ozwi— ‘ sheep’), while the 
unitary —zzo— is seen in Lat. fàg-imus fraxinus^, Skt. aj-ina—m 
‘hide’ ~ OCS (7)aaezo ' hide, leather’, etc. A peculiar develop- 
ment is clearly shown by Sanskrit, although there is some evidence 
for it elsewhere, too °. In many cases the same base-word could 
be given different suffixes, without any noticeable difference in 
the meaning. The adjective havi ‘ yellow’ gave hari-na and 
hari-ta—. Since the masculine karina- acquired the special meaning 
° deer, antelope’, the regular feminine Za7Zgz, formed with -—z, 
tended to pair up with sarita-, and the pattern (masc. —a-, 


both in case-forms (Skt. asth-n—ah, hratd-n—dm!) and in feminines with the 
suffix —z, and thinks that both usages represent the adjectival function of -en-. 
But (cf. Specht, Ursprung 378) the of asthnah is present in all oblique cases, 
and, I would add, if it is adjectival, it ought to appear in all cases (cf. Aer- 
éo—-v), including the nom-acc. Our *fofinz rules out this explanation as well 
as Specht's interpretation (Ursprung, 306 f., 377) of -nē asa contrastive suffix 
from pronominal ez. Schwyzer’s description of —z— as « hypercharakterisiert > 
(« Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie » 1941/9, 20) seems to me mean- 
ingless since *2o£-z— (*xotwv?) could not have been a feminine of *Zofis. 

* Cf. Wackernagel-Debrunner, Az.Gr., II, 2, 734 f. 

? Cf. Brugmann, Grundriss, II, 1, 270 f. 

3 Wackernagel-Debrunner, 47.Gr., II, 2, 350 f. 

* See Szemerényi, « Glotta », 38, 1960, 225 £., esp. 229 f. 

5 Wackernagel-Debrunner, 47.Gr7., II, 2, 391 f. 
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fem. —2) was extended to other pairs, cf. Vedic réhzta—‘ reddish’ : 
fem. rokz-n2'. That the development was also known to Iranian 
is shown by, among others, Avestan spaétita—: spaétini ‘ whitish’, 
and especially xsaéta—: xs$020*2? which shows the same intro- 
duction of the masculine —- as is known from Vedic aszta—: asikni 
‘black’ («*asztuz) and palita—: palikni ‘grey’ (< *palitni). 

The result of these developments was that, in Sanskrit, —zzi, 
originally the normal —-feminine of a base-word in —z(a)-, came 
to be used as a feminine suffix ?. It will be enough to quote Vedic 
jarint ‘a woman who has a paramour ’, literally ‘ provided, con- 
nected with a lover’; similarly, Vedic garbhiniz «gravida», from 
garbha— «uterus, foetus >. 

The importance for our problem of these formations will 
be manifest. The relation between Vedic /#za— ' lover’ and jar-dnz 
' connected with a lover — (a woman) lover' is almost identical 
with that between IE *5o£z—: *potint. In other words, *$ofi—" 
is not a mysterious feminine formation with —z. It is simply the 
regular feminine in — of the adjective *potd—no-—, regularly formed 
from *5o£7-, and meaning ‘connected, provided with a *5o£-'. 
That *potzn? ‘the woman connected with *pofz—’ should have 
developed into ‘the woman belonging to the *2o/z-, the wife of 
the *5oz;-', and hence ‘mistress, lady’, the feminine counterpart 
of the male *poti—, was only to be expected. 

Although the adjective *5o22—40— is not attested, its obvious 
advantage over a basic *5oze-7- so often posited is that it strictly 
conforms to the rules of Indo-European word-formation while 
*pot-en— necessitates the unjustifiable assumption that *5of;- 
which is known in this form only was clipped to *5oz—- in order to 
accommodate the suffix —ez— which had no functional value. 

It might be tempting to assume that IE *zzgz2 ‘ queen’ deve- 
loped in the same way from an adjective *vég-zmo-, so that the 
feminine *rzg-24—: was syncopated to *rēgnī just as *potint was 


t It would be idle to speculate whether the curious relation of Gk. d¢s- 
zem ` déorowvx% is to be traced to some models with —#-:—mz of Early Greek 
which led to the transformation of *d<onot— ` *dzonot—-via into *Ssono—t— : 
*Seoro—via. 

2 Cf. Benveniste, Études sur la langue osséte, 1959, 18 f. 

3 Wackernagel-Debrunner, 47.Gr., II, 2, 352. 
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to *fotni. But it is clear that the simple —zo— was sufficient to 
give the feminine *rēgnī. Of greater importance is the fact that 
while the adjective *207/—0—- does not seem to have survived, the 
original *zzg—zo— (or *rzg-24o—) is represented by Lat. ragmwm'. 

To sum up our results briefly. IE *5ozj— ' master, lord’ was 
used in this form only, whether in composition or on its own; 
etymologically it has nothing to do with the alleged particle *poz 
«ipse» which is in fact simply the adverb *fotz. The feminine 
of *5oti— would have been *%ozz, in lieu of which a derivative, the 
feminine of the regular adjective *poti—no-, i.e. *5ofi-w;, came 
into use. This word, obviously in frequent use, lost the unaccented 
high vowel placed in a favourable environment, between 7 and a 
nasal: *pótinī? became *pédtni, probably already in Late Indo- 
European. ` 


4) A well-known morphological rule of Aryan was first observed 
and formulated by the Dutch scholar W. Caland, and subsequently 
shown by J. Wackernagel to hold for other languages as well?. 
According to Caland's law, adjectives which have a suffix —zo— 
(or —zo-, and some others), replace this in composition by —2-. 
Familiar examples are: Vedic s¢t¢—pad— ‘ white-footed ', s2#z2—prstha— 
' white-backed ': AV fovzra- ‘ white’ *, cf. Avestan szti-dói0ra— 
‘white-eyed '; 7%/-arsti- ‘ possessing a sharp spear’: Ziyra- 
‘pointed, sharp’; Greek xudi—dverpa : xvdedc, &pyı—óðovrteg ` 
*apyeos > &pyóc, etc. $. 


* That régnum presents a problem is clear from Leumann-Hofmann 221 
although other works think it so clear that no explanation is offered. 

° On the accent of Zéi? see Schwyzer, GG, I, 381; Kuryłowicz, Accen- 
Zuation?, 65, 81, 119. 

3 Caland, < KZ », 31, 1892, 266 f.; 32, 1893, 592; Wackernagel, Vermischte 
Beiträge zur griechischen Grammatik, 1897, 8 f. = KSchr., 769 f.; Ai.Gr., II, 1, 
1905, 59 f. Cf. also Brugmann, Grundriss?, II, 1, 1906, 78, 175; Güntert, «IF », 
27, 1910, 26 f£; and now especially Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4z.Gr., II, I, 
Nachtrége, 1957, 20. Further references will be given below. 

^ Cf. Wackernagel-Debrunner, Az.Gr., I, Nachtrdge, 149 ad 268, 18-21. 

5 For the Avestan examples see Duchesne-Guillemin, Zes composés de 
l Avesta, 1936, 18 f. 

6 For the Greek material see Risch, Whdg., 195 f.; cf. also Szemerényi, 
« Glotta », 38, 1960, 213. 
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Although the phenomenon is not established beyond the Aryan 
and Greek languages, there can be no doubt about its archaic cha- 
racter, about its Indo-European date. A different question is its 
origin. At first the problem was regarded as insoluble*. But one 
point can be regarded as established: the formation with —z— is mo- 
re archaic than the alternative types with different suffixes in the 
independent adjective. More important would be to establish 
what kind of nominal formation the first part in —— is. Schulze 
pointed out that in composition a substantive is preferred as first 
member, and that the substantival character of the formation with 
—;- is suggested by adjectival formations based on it, e.g. patd— 
uoc x0dt-oc?. Hirt, on the other hand, opted for the adjectival 
character of the form in —-?, and was followed by Benveniste 
who found Schulze’s compositional argument unconvincing and 
asked: «Que signifieraient alors xudidverpa, &oyuxépauvoc? ».* But 
surely the answer lies in the existence of the type podod&xtudag, 
however irrational the relation may seem to us. Benveniste deci- 
des that xuói- &pyt- are original —— stem adjectives, identical 
with the formation found in second members of compounds (e.g. 
&vxAxtc, Lat. procliuis), but different from neuter nouns in — š. 
Schulze's view was reaffirmed by Specht who admitted that the 
But type may also contain an —-stem noun &àxt— (cf. &04- 
vato). He also tried to show that these and similar nouns in 
—j- appeared in the comparative +—yes—’, and in such adjectival 


* Cf. Wackernagel, Ai.Gr., I, 60 £; Brugmann-Thumb, Griech. Gram., 
19134, 197 (: «dieses nicht weiter erklàrbare —t— »). 

2 Schulze af. Frankel, « KZ >, 42, 1909, 124°. 

3 Hirt, Z»ndogermanische Grammatik, III, 1927, 274 f. (cf. 136). His views 
are accepted by Schwyzer, GG, I, 447 f. 

4 Benveniste, Origines, 80. 

5 Benveniste, o. c., 81. But it is typically ahistorical that Aristophanes’ 
åħuéðwv, Plutarch’s äech are regarded as ‘clearly’ containing a sub- 
stantive &A:— of which there is no trace otherwise (nor is Lat. sa/e an —-stem, 
see Ernout-Meillet, Dictionnaire étym.*, s.v.) they are obviously imitations 
of the case-compounds represented by Hom. GAt—ane, X—guophetw, GA: 
nioo, cf. Schwyzer, GG, I, 526 top. The adjective ó&Avópqupoc — if it con- 
tains &A— at all — is of the same make. 

6 Specht, « KZ », 62, 1935, 219, 221 with fn. 

7 Specht, 1, c., 220. 
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formations in —yo—- as *ziedAyo- from *medhi-+-o-, *newyo- from 
*yewi+o-, etc. Surprisingly enough, Benveniste agrees with 
these views in his book published at the same time: *medhyos is 
from *medhy ^, and, with a slight difference, the comparative —yes— 
is based on a noun in —y- (with —es- added) 3; but our formation 
is excluded. 

The upshot of this brief survey is unfortunately negative. 
We cannot prove that the first member in —- was a noun ; nor 
can it be regarded as established that it was an adjective *. We 
must therefore return to the only point safely established: the 
compositional type with first member in —- is earlier than the 
adjectival type in —0-. But this means that the usual description 
of the phenomenon is incorrect. It is customary to state that the 
adjectives in —o-, etc., are replaced by forms in ——. Historically, 
the statement is false. It is quite obvious that at the time the proto- 
types of these compounds were formed only the forms in —— were 
in existence and available for this kind of use; the adjectives in 
~ro—, etc., are later formations 5. The intimate connection between 
—;7- and —*o- points however to a further conclusion: —o- could 
only take over the functions of the —-form in independent 
use because it was based on it. In other words, the adjectives 
in —70— represent —-70-, derived from the earlier form in ——. 
But —- in the derivatives, always followed by z, was syncopated 
so that apparently unconnected pairs in —-—[-ro- began to replace 
the earlier clear pattern —-j-z-ro-. The assumption of syncope, 
and only it, offers a rational explanation of the hitherto puzzling 
facts. 


* Specht, l. c., 220, 222. See also «Gnomon », 14, 1938, 33. 

2 Benveniste, Origines, 73, 82. 

3 Benveniste, o. c., 84 f. As far as I can see this view is not repeated in 
the relevant section of Moms d’agent et noms d'action en indo-européen (1948, 
I21 f£), but was thought of long before by Brugmann (Grundriss*, II, 1, 547) 
and Hirt (Zndagermanische Grammatik, III, 291), and has recently been ‘ de- 
veloped’ by Erhart, < Archív Orientální», 24, 1956, 437 f. 

^ Kurylowicz (Festschrift Debrunner, 1954, 256 with fn. 6 = Esquisses 
linguistiques, 1960, 169) also resigns himself to admitting this. I am however 
slightly in favour of substantives since such alternations as a—Aravi—hasta-: 
&rü-ra- suggest that the —z-form is a noun. 

5 This important fact is pointed out by Kurylowicz, too (1. c., fn. 6). 
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As is known, Caland's law was first observed on the Iranian 
material. In contrast to the situation in Iranian, where, besides 
-ra—, the suffixes —ant— (barazant—: baragt~) and —u- are involved 
(also —an—?)', Sanskrit and Greek show the alternation practi- 
cally only between —— and —e-. Instead of assuming a wide 
range of alternation, reduced in Sanskrit and Greek, it will be 
better therefore to regard the Avestan situation as a conscious 
exploitation and expansion of an inherited pattern confined to 
—-[-ro-, especially as even in Avestan the only productive type 
is found with the adjectives in —7ra-. 


* T * 

In the four instances of Indo-European syncope discussed 
so far, the high vowels z and a were followed by + or z, and pre- 
ceded by a stop or spirant. But there seem to be cases where 
the syncope occurred under slightly different conditions, when 
the high vowel was surrounded by a stop or s, and another stop. 


5) Sanskrit së? ‘female, woman’ is matched by widespread 
Iranian correspondences; cf. Avestan s/7z— ' female’, Manichaean 
Sogdian ()stryé 'female'?, Buddhist Sogdian ’s#yrth 'id.'?, 
Turfan Middle Persian srygr < *stri~kara—*, Ossetic syZ- 'female'5. 
Since the word is certainly formed with the feminine -Z, the re- 
maining s#z— must be the nil-grade of (Aryan) *szar-, and this 
may even contain the suffix —ar- which forms agent nouns. 
In view of Vedic jani—tri-i «Gebárerin, Mutter» (AV JazriA) 
it would seem reasonable to look for a similar derivation for s/7z 
and Pott indeed connected it with the root sz— 'bear'7. With 


r Cf, Duchesne-Guillemin, Les composés de l’ Avesta, 20, as against Wacker- 
nagel, 42.Gr., II, 1, 60, 33 f. 

2 Henning, “in manichdisches Bet- und Betchtbuch, 1937, 91 @ 12. 

3 Benveniste, Textes sogdiens de Paris, 1940, 173 ad 353. 

^ Henning, 1. c. 

5 Morgenstierne, « TPS », 1948, 78. 

6 Wackernagel-Debrunner, 4z.Gr., III, 181; II, 2, 416; cf. also I, 60. Add. 

7 Pott, Etymologische Forschungen, 2nd edition, II, 2, r, 1867, 13523; he ` 
assumed só-£ri. Cf. Bopp, Glossarium comparativum linguae sanscritae, 8673, 
429. 
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the increasing rigor in matters of phonology the notion of o being 
lost in sor? became intolerable, and Joh. Schmidt suggested ' 
that szrz derived from (in modernized disguise) *s2/72, from the 
verbal base *sz(7) ‘to sow'* But Pisani rightly objects that 
the ‘female’ is not the ' sower ', she is rather the depository of 
the seed. He suggests therefore returning to the old interpretation 
— with the appropriate modernization *. Relying on the variant 
su- of sate ° she brings forth’, he posits *sw-tvi and assumes loss 
of the root-vowel. 

As will be seen, the derivation cannot be faulted on grounds 
of phonology ?; we have been led to the same conclusions in our 
discussion of IE *szszs, in which both the shortening and the 
syncope occurred in Indo-European times. In his anxiety to get 
as low a date as possible for the Vedic syncope, Pisani suggested 
that the Iranian word might be a borrowing from Indian. But 
in view of the wide spread within Iranian of the word, we can rule 
out this possibility. And if the Iranian word is autochthonous, 
the fact that it has kept the initial s— shows that the syncope 
must have taken place in the early part of the 1st millenium B.C. 
at the latest, although it. may have occurred long before. 


6) For the number ‘eight’ we find Gk. Groe, Lat. ocz0, 
Old Irish ocht, Welsh wyth, Gothic aktau, Tocharian A o#ë¿z, B 
- okt, on the one hand, Sanskrit as/Z(z) , Avestan asta, Lithu. 
aštuoni, OCS. osmb*, on the other. The Indo-European form 


* Schmidt, «KZ», 25, 1881, 29. I ignore here Bezzenberger’s and 
Petersson's suggestions, see Walde-Pokorny, Il, 457. 460. 

? Pisani, « KZ », 71, 1954, 241-3. 

3 The phonological point seemed an obstacle to Mayrhofer who proposed 
a connection with Lat. stria ‘furrow,’ see Studien zur idg. Grundsprache, 1952, 
36 f., « KZ», 72, 1955, 118-20. But the examples quoted for «Spalte, Loch > 
(from which vulva > woman) only bring out in full relief the fact that such a 
meaning is absent in the root *sZer- (see Walde-Pokorny, II, 636 f.). It may 
even be doubted whether Lat. sZrz (which is in any case probably from *strig— 
Jd, not *słrī-ã) had the meaning ‘ furrow.’ The fact that Varro (De re rustica, 
I, 29, 3) says: gua aratrum uomere striam facit, sulcus uocatur, shows that the 
word for the feature is sulcus, stria is only used to circumscribe it, its true 
meaning being ‘eminence, ridge (between two depressions).' 

4 On the transformations which led to the Baltic and Slavic forms, see 
Szemerényi, Numerals, 109 f. 

5 See, e.g., Pokorny, 775. Henning’s etymology of Avestan as#— ‘ width 
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would therefore appear to be *ok/ó, with a palatalized Z. But 
the palatal £ before a following stop causes great difficulties. 
With a few exceptions, perhaps only one exception", most 
scholars would assume today that the so-called palatal series 
of Indo-European is secondary, that it derives from earlier velars 
which were palatalized under certain conditions 2. Now, as can 
be seen from, among others, the Romance languages, the condi- 
tion for such palatalization is a following e or zor y. Cf. Lat. 
decem > Italian dieci, cinis > cemere, facies > *fakya > faccia. 
Palatalization is impossible before another stop. We must there- 
fore infer that 'eight' at one time had a palatalizing vowel 
between Å and ¢ which was later lost. Without entering here on 
the vexed question wheter 'eight' can, on the assumption that it 
is a dual, be combined with ‘four’? — an erroneous attempt 
in my view — I should simply state that the most likely form 
seems *o£zó^. Its z was lost at a later time, not necessarily in 
Indo-European 5. 


7) If the suggestion that *oZz/ó developed, through *o£70, 
into *okfó, is correct, we must consider the possibility that some 


of four fingers? (« TPS », 1948, 69) which would have made it possible to in- 
terpret *oZZó as a dual (cf. Burrow, The Sanskrit Language 259) has now been 
disputed by Bailey, « Asia Maior», 7, 1959, 23 fn. 21. 

t Kuryłowicz, Apophonie, 356 f. Add. 

2 C£, eg, Lehmann, Pro£o-Indo-European Phonology, 1952, 8. 100 f., 
but especially Georgiev, Jssledovanija po sraonitel no-istoritesbomu jazy koznaniju, 
Moscow 1958, 28 f.; Ivanov, « Voprosy Jazykoznanija», 1958/4, 12 f. Cp., 
despite the nominalistic attitude, Pisani, « Lingua », 7, 1958, 347, and especially 
« AGI », 46, 1961, 12 f. 

3 Cf. Muller, «IF», 44, 1926, 137-8; Güntert, « Wörter und Sachen », 
II, 1928, 141-2; Ebbinghaus, « PBB», 72, 1950, 319-20. 

^ But I do not believe that *o£- survives in Skt. z2€#—, see Numerals, 
60 f. Georgiev is wrong in thinking (o. c., 47) that z£#z#— cannot be due to dis- 
similation; it certainly cannot be from a@szi#z— but surely the cerebrals are late 
and the antecedent astīzi—- (or my astisat-) could only give asz—. 

5 I add this because of Kurylowicz's remark (A pophonie 358): «Expliquer 
la palatalité du E de Sobäë par une voyelle palatale , disparue (< *ok,¢0u) 
équivaut donc à plaider l'origine antédialectale de k, 8, 2A». Although I am 
not averse even to this view, the vowel (my z) could have been lost in post- 
Indo-European times as the result of convergent development. Add. 
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labiovelars arose in a similar manner. This would be the source, or 
at least one of the sources, of a preconsonantal labiovelar, found 
in, eg., IE *zo£"t- (*ze£";—) ‘ night’ (Gk. vo5*, etc.). This is not 
the place for discussing the whole problem of labiovelars. But it 
may be pointed out that their interpretation as a centum innov- 
ation ? breaks down on the fact that the satem-languages, especially 
Sanskrit, preserve clear traces of the labiovelars?. This does not 
mean however that the labiovelars are to be accepted as pri- 
meval, unanalyzable, phonetic (and phonemic) entities. They are 
to be regarded as sequences of velar -+ w originally on a par with 
tw, dw, etc. ^; note in particular *£";—/*£"o— from *ku—7]/*ku-o-. 


* See above, p. 240, fn. 4. 

2 This is Kurylowicz's doctrine, see Etudes indo-européennes, 1, 1935, 1 f.; 
A pophonie, 356 f. Kuryłowicz does not give *zoZ"7— in his list of words with 
k + consonant (359) which he regards as the original cluster, not simplified 
from $” + consonant. But Greek &uvóc, if equated with Lat. agnus, can only 
represent *ag'" 505, that is contains a pre-Greek sequence g%z# — whatever the 
origin of the labiovelar (cf. p. 361) — and Kurylowicz's ‘ best example’ for the 
contrast of Z"e : £7, namely *Z"el/o- ' wheel’ (359^), is disproved by OE 
hweowol which demands *£"e£"/o-, see Sievers-Brunner, Altenglische Gram- 
matik, 19517, 209; Campbell, Old English Grammar, 1959, 169; Szemerényi, 
«AION-L», 2, 1960, 15; Thieme, Die Heimat der idg. Gemeinsprache, 1953, 66'. 
Nor has Kurylowicz disposed of other cases of pre-consonantal labiovelar by 
labelling them ‘ problematical’ (Etudes 13). Thus dégac/ béqog is regularly 
developed from *£"sepos (for ~-p— see Szemerényi, ZZ. Fachtagung für idg. und 
allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft, 1962, 185) and corresponds with Skt. ssaf-; 
the variant xvégag may represent *xaepag (+ 9vógocg?) with Zoe Aë) dissi- 
milated to *£:—5 in the same way as Mycenaean Z''sz2(A?)os (attested gisipee) 
was dissimilated to &íooc. 

3 I first proved this in a paper given to the Hungarian Academy in April 
1948, and in this country in a paper read before the Philological Society on 
8 Febr. 1952. My thesis and some of my examples now appear in a paper by 
T. Burrow («BSOAS» 20, 1957, 140 f.), oddly enough without acknowledgement, 
although in a subsequent letter (of 13 June 1958) he stated: ‘I remember 
very well that you maintained that the IE labio-velars had left traces in Indo- 
Aryan, and that your attitude to the i7/zr problem in this respect was more 
or less the same as mine. But I could not remember the details of it, and it 
is a pity that your treatment of the subject did not get printed so that I could 
quote it’ (). Unhappily, the situation is still much the same and I cannot 
promise to take up the subject once again in the near future. See now also 
Pisani, « AGI », 46, 1961, 22. 

4 This was of course Hirt’s view (see Zzdogermanische Grammatik, I, 1927, 
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Accordingly, an original *ze#wu£—, possibly to be analyzed as 
*ne—ku-t— with the negative ze and *£z— ‘light’ Ge ‘dark’ and 
' darkness '?) *, would, first perhaps in the oblique cases (*nxekut-os, 
etc.), syncopate to *ze£"7- wich, under the influence of the labi- 
ovelar, became *zo£"z- 2, 


231) and is now adopted by Hamp, « BSL», 50, 1955, 45 f., < Bulletin of the 
Board of Celtic Studies », 16, 1956, 282 f. Add. 

* IE *zegós might be comparable as a compositional type. Greek forms 
without —£ (r&vvoxoc, elvdvuyec) represent a secondary change, probably on 
the purely formal analogy of óvo$ (cp. Elean pet¢ ‘month’, instead of why, 
after Zetc), and I do not believe that *zo£Z'"'7- was ‘undressing time’ as Sturt- 
evant suggests (Zhe Indo-Hittite Laryngeals, 1942, 27) in order to connect 
Hitt. mekut— ‘night’ with nekumanza ‘naked’. His suggestion (I. c., fn. 32) 
that mavyvxtog demands *zegA"— is in any case incompatible with nekumanza 
since, as is proved by Gothic zagas, this has IE em This fact is overlooked 
by Emeneau («Language », 34, 1958, 415) but his insistence on ze£zZ— never 
being written with —&&- may yet prove of value (ie. IE *»eguz- rather than 
*nekut—?). Since Kurylowicz (A fophonie 359) lists OHG nuohkturn as a genuine 
Germanic form representing IE £#, not Soe, we should note that it is a Latin 
loan, see < Glotta », 38, 1959, 1124. On z0£2"7— see now also Hamp's interesting 
discussion at « KZ p, 77, 1961, 254 f., and Ivanov, in: Peredneazijatski7 Sbornik, 
Moscow 1961, 328. 

2 [t is usually assumed that Hittite *ze£uz- represents an earlier vocalism 
than ‘IE’ *zoZ"7-. But we should bear in mind Deroy’s suggestion (« An- 
tiquité Classique >, 25, 1956, 482) that Hitt. 2 may have been ‘ umlauted’ 
to e under certain conditions, see 312, fn. 1, on eskar. Slavic zezopyrb « vesper- 
tilio» is likewise an unreliable witness (see the variety of forms at Vasmer, 
REW, II, 216) even if it is rightly connected with *0£"7— o-o may have 
been dissimilated to e-o, see Addendum to 377', and Add. 


EPILOGUE 


The first two chapters of this work were devoted to mar- 
shalling a number of instances in which Greek must, primarily 
on morphological grounds, be presumed to have lost a high or 
a mid vowel. Further examples have been added at the beginning 
of Chapter IV. It is to be hoped that, once the theoretical stumbl- 
ing block is removed, further examples of the same tendency 
will be found. The concerted effort of many Greek specialists — 
who also keep an eye on Indo-European — will be needed for this 
work. : 

Nor would it be right to think that work can be confined to 
Greek. If the points made in Chapter III are correct, we must 
revise our whole concept of the established contrast between 
stress accent and pitch accent, especially as concens the presumed 
stability of the vowel system in a language with a pitch accent. 
And if this is true of Greek, it must also be true of Indo-European 
and of descendant languages which are known to have had a so- 
called pitch accent in the early part of their history (e.g. Sanskrit) 
or even in fairly recent times (e.g. Serbian? Lithuanian?) They 
must be investigated from the point of view of this work: we 
must try to find out whether loss of (certain) vowels has taken 
place in their history, too, and under much the same conditions 
as in Greek or, as is suggested by our investigation of certain 
Indo-European terms in Chapter IV, in Indo-European. Perhaps 
even languages which have a stress-accent right from the beginning 
of our literary tradition (e.g. Germanic or Celtic) would benefit 
from a re-examination along these lines. 

Some might fear that the measure of fluidity in the develop- 
ment of the Indo-European languages which is here introduced 
and advocated might prove dangerous from the point of view 
of strict sound-laws. To this the answer must be that the rigidity 
now reigning in our handbooks is infinitely more dangerous since 
it advocates a view of linguistic history in which there are two 
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convulsive changes within Indo-European — first the wholesale 
loss of vowels, primarily ejo, then a change in timbre entailing 
wholesale restructuring — but nothing in between. Nor is any- 
thing happening after this remote period to the vocalism of, e.g., 
Greek which is thus pictured as a language whose vocalism, apart 
from certain analogical changes and assimilations, underwent no 
essential changes between say 1500 B.C. — to take this date for 
the Mycenaean documents — and 3oo B.C. Surely a prepo- 
sterous assumption for any living language. 

The view represented in this work, the assumption that cer- 
tain universal tendencies (in our case: syncopation) prevail when 
. the circumstances are favourable and there is no positive obstacle, 
is akin to the view recently advanced that there is what may be 
called a ‘ weak phonetic change ' ', a change which is at variance 
with the regularity of broad changes, and is easily overlooked 
or underrated because its predictability is very low. It may be, 
it indeed is, a thorn in the flesh of the philologist but he would 
be failing in his duty if, for that private inconvenience, he sup- 
pressed it. 

I have repeatedly stressed in the course of these investigations 
that I regard them as a beginning only. Some of the results pre- 
sented above may have to be modified, some of the explanations 
here offered will, perhaps, be replaced by better ones. The impor- 
tant thing is that the investigation should be carried on, intensified 
in Greek and extended to other languages, in order to establish 
the full scope of a principle long unheeded and neglected but 
which can no longer be ignored. 


t See Malkiel, « Lingua », 11, 1962, 263 f; «Word», 18, 1962, 213 f. 
Add. 
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7, fn. 1. Cf. also Couvreur, «Antiquité Classique» 12, 1943, 
109; Hammerich, Laryngeal before Sonant, 1948, 7f., 29 f; 
Klytkov, «Voprosy Jazykoznanija» 1959/1, 82 f£; Gamkre- 
lidze, Xettski7 jazyk i laringalnaja teorija, 1960, 23 f.. 35; 
Hamp, Mythical prothetic vowels in Albanian, « AION-L » 2, 
1960, 185-90. On prothetic vowels before an original 7— see 
also Jungemann, La teorta del sustrato y los dialectos hispano- 
romances y gascones, 1955, 285 £.; Siadbei, « Revue de lingui- 
stique » (Bucarest), 3, 1958, 153. 


. 53, fn. r. Heubeck (« Beitráge zur Namenforschung » 1, 1949, 


273) would derive spipva from púppæ 2Zipupvata, although there 
is a chronological difficulty (admitted at fn. 20) and there 
is no evidence whatever to show that Smyrna played a part 
in the transmission of the Semitic word. 


. 53, fn. 2. See now also Benveniste, Hittite et indo-européen, 


1962, 131. 


. 58, 1. 5. Note the just comment of the latest editor: «miw0oxew p 


alias efficere ut quis sapiat, hic temperare, placare, vocis abu- 
sione paene incredibili interpretantur» (D. L. Page, Poetae 
Melici Graeci, Oxford 1962, 240). 


. 67, fn. 3. At Hom. Wörter 80 fn. 45, Leumann thought that 


tonu, Bibaoxw icAAw were causative because they were redu- 


plicated. 


. 73, fn. 4. Anaptyctic vowel is advocated by Puhvel, EXE 


geals and the IE Verb, 1961, 32, 73 fn. 28. 


. 74, fn. 3. Cf. Cowgill, «Language» 39, 1963, 252. 
. 90, fn. 5. On the inscription see now Vatin, « BCH » 87, 1963, 1 f. 
. 94, fn. 1. On the difficulties connected with émwépw, etc., 


see now Vatin, « BCH » 87, 1963, 7 f. 


. 94, fn. 3. Cp. Vatin, Le, p. Io. 
. 99, fn. 2. See now Anna Giacalone-Ramat, « AGI » 47, 1962, 


112 f., esp. 124-5, though her etymon seems incorrect. 
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as 


g g tg 


109, fn. 6. On Aryan zaz-, etc., see now H. W. Bailey, Kho- 
tanese Texts IV, 1961, 88 T. 

110, fn. 1. It is unjustifiable and rash (cf. P. 384, fn. 4, Add.) 
to infer an IE *nēmu (W. Krause-W. Thomas, Jocharisches 
Elementarbuch I, 1960, 57). In view of the awkward shape 
of the Tocharian forms, Windekens («Orbis» 11, 1962, 607) 
feels driven to the assumption of borrowing from Uralic. 


. 114, fn. 1. R. Hiersche (<€ IF > 68, 1963, 153) repeats the cu- 


stomary derivation of unim. 


. II9, fn. 3. “H&ddto¢ has been compared with Myc. wekadijo 


(Palmer, The interpretation of the Mycenaean Greek Texts, 
1963, 51), but the absence of s in the Mycenaean form makes 
a comparison with Teian ‘Exddwoc (Landau, Mykenisch- 
Griechische Personennamen, 1958, 214) more attractive. 


. 127, fn. 3. Cf. Nadia van Brock, Recherches sur le vocabulaire 


médical du grec ancien, 1961, 143 f., 149 f. 


. 127, fn. 5. Note that the reading 76 tode disposes of the alleged 


Old Attic toto Gchwyzer, GG, 1, 611; Thumb-Scherer, Gr. 
Dial. I1 291; Watkins, «Celtica > 6, 1962, 227), whatever the 
position of the 5 th c. forms as well as of the Ionic and Myce- 
naean forms (Thumb-Scherer 252, 291, 325). 


. 146, fn. 4. See also Windekens, Etudes Pélasgiques, 1960, 71 f. 


The Pelasgic theory is admitted as having some foundation 
by Mayrhofer, « Anthropos » 57, 1962, 230, but firmly rejected 
by Devoto, Origini indeuropee, 1962, 381. 


. 146, fn. 5. See now also Laroche, « BSL» 58, 1963, 71-73. 
. 146, fn. 6. Cp. Laroche, « BSL» 58, 1963, 727. 
. 147, fn. 2. A root-verb Aa-zi «il y a abondance» has now 


been found by Laroche, « BSL» 58, 1963, 72. 


. 147, fn. 4. I am glad to be in agreement with Laroche who 


(« BSL > 58, 1963, 73) also concludes that &pevoc is borrowed 
from a « dialecte louvisant »; this view is also shared by Heu- 
beck, Praegraeca, 1961, 70. 


. 155, fn. 4, See now Manessy-Guitton, < Word > 19, 1963, 34; 


but cp. Minard, « BSL» 58/2, 1963, 56. 


. 156, fn. 4. Cf. Chantraine's comments, < iuto » 7, 1902, 


166. 


. 157, fn. 4. See Manessy-Guitton, « Word » 19, 1963, 34. 
. 158, fn. 4. Cf. Hamp, in : Evidence for Laryngeals, p. 215. 
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. 166, fn. 2. This is overlooked by Tucker, «Transactions of 
the American Philological Association » 93, 1962, 402. 
. 172, fn. 2. As to the fut. perf. Zeëëfoua, my point is not 
affected by its explanation as based on the perf. impv. Séde%o 
(Leumann, «Celtica > 3, 1955, 243° = KSchr. 2525; Debrunner, 
l.c., 79), although I see no reason for separating it from 
xeyaphoopaxt, usuvñoouqu, 
. 178, fn. 4. See now also Gonda, The aspectual function of the 
Revedic present and aorist. 1962. 
. 179, fn. 3. Cp. Adrados, 77. Fachtagung für a und HE 
Sprachwissenschaft, 1962, 147. 
. 184, fn. 3. In his excellent paper on the origin of the Sanskrit 
reduplicated causative aorist (Jwdological Studies in honor of 
Norman Brown, 1962, 152-159), M. Leumann concludes 
(p. 158) that Avestan 3. pl. pres. z2zananti, 3 pl. impf. zzza- 
nan, and Lat. gignð reflect an IE athematic present *ezgez(2)- 
mil*signames. But *gignames (or *gignHmes) could only 
appear as *gigiimes (*giguiimes), while with our *gignémi 
(*eigneHmi) the plural *gignamos (or middle *gignatot) falls 
in line with the long-vowel ablaut-series (*szd-[*sz2—, etc.). 
On Avest. zzzazZ-, instead of *zzzzd-, see the previous foot- 
note. Leumann’s other remarks are of the greatest value 
for a better assessment of the morphology of *gezə—. 
. 184, fn. 4. Kuryłowicz, Apophonie 172, assumes reduction 
from *egi-gn-—-o—- 
. 184, fn. 5. A different view (metathesis of o*epo— to ocope—) 
is held by Ruipérez, « Emerita > 18, 1950, 389. 394; cf. also 
Cowgill, in : Evidence for Laryngeals, 114 f. 
. 187, fn. 2. On Slavic drake, see also Trubaéev, Lstorija sla- 
vjanskix terminov rodstua, 1959, 147. 
. 187, fn. 5. Concerning the aorist £yvyu«, I should add that, 
strictly speaking, the originals should have developed into 
*éykh(c)usv, *čyaote, *Eyxha(v), but under the influence of 
*zem—, the prototypes were reshaped to *eyauhapev (*éyau- 
ote ?) *syauhav, leading to the forms given in the text. 
. 192, fn. 1. No more acceptable is a ‘ variant’ *smmos (R. Go- 
del, «Cahiers F. de Saussure», 18, 1961, 63) which would 
not give sumus anyway since the alleged parallel, Au», is 
clearly not = apat, but assimilated from *4omz < *homei. 
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P. 201, fn. 3. Since FOOAERO?I is a hapax, its Z can hardly 
support a linguistic explanation (Wyatt, «Language» 39, 
1963, 233 f.). 

P. 205, fn. 1. On Ossetic exsyrf, etc., see now also Abajev, 
« AION-L » 4, 1962, 31. 

P. 207, fn. 2. Cf. also Watkins, ZE origins of the Celtic verb, 1, 
1962, 134 with fn. 14. 

P. 220, fn. 1 Only. the Greek and Celtic forms are equated by 
Devoto, Origini indeuropee, 1962, 292. 

P. 235, fn. 1. Cf. also Scheller, Die Oxytonierung der griech. Sub- 
stantiva auf —*, 1951, 133 f. 

P. 238, fn. 2. See now also Galton, «Zeitschrift für Phonetik» 
15, 1002, 293 f. 

P. 238, fn. 3. On Avest. záfa-, etc., see also Belardi, « AION-L », 
3, I96I, 8f. 

P. 240, fn. 4. On vu see also Collinge, «Archivum Linguisticum > 
5, 1953, 81; Ambrosini, « Annali della Scuola Normale Supe- 
riore di Pisa» 25, 1956, 92 f. 

P. 241, fn. 1. Otrebski now (« Lingua Posnaniensis > 9, 1963, 14) 
regards unguis as developed from *ong”his while óvuy— has 
—ugh-, a ‘ variant’ of z“. 

P. 244, fn. 3. Cowgill, « Language > 39, 1963, 256 fn. 26, takes 
Att-Ion. Švoue to be assimilated from Common Greek *6vuua. 

P. 245, fn. 1. Vaillant's assumption (Gram. comp. I, 1950, 96) of 
influence from nouns in —47e»— with full-grade stem is unlikely. 

P. 250, fn. 4. For later usage (ọfħato, etc.) see H. Lloyd-Jones, 
« JHS b 83, 1963, 87. 

P. 263, fn. 6. Further possible traces of an early stress-element 
are discussed by Scheller, Die Oxytonierung der gr. Substantiva 
auf —X, 1951, 94 f. 

P. 276, fn. 2. Cf. Galton, «Zeitschrift für Phonetik » 15, 1962, 
281 f. 

P. 276, fn 3. But see Galton, l.c., 282. 

P. 280, fn. r. Pitch and (a noticeable) stress have now been po- 
stulated for Greek by R. Sealey, «Greece and Rome» Io, 
I963, 11—25, esp. 23. 

P. 280, fn. 2. See now Galton's important article on 77e fixation 
of the Accent in Latin and Greek, < Zeitschrift für Phonetik > 


15, 1962, 273-299, esp. 276 f., 295. 
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. 295, fn. 3. A new etymon for skund is offered by Abajev, 
«AION-L » 4, 1962, 38. 

. 295, fn. 7. K-H. Schmidt (« IF» 67, 1962, 83 f.) obviously 
had not looked at Pisani’s work, otherwise he could not 
have missed the other two cases of dw- > er£-, nor written 
of *dwoó > *ku as if it were my suggestion; that meth 
should be from *melrk («*meldw-)is only acceptable on 
paper. 

. 297, fn. 1. On Aozz see now Windekens, « Handes Amsorya » 
75; 1961, 547-8. 

. 313, fn. 1. On the Anatolian formations see also Goetze, « RHA > 
66, 1960, 49. 55 fn. 60; Kammenhuber, < KZ» 76, 1960, 20°; 
Kronasser, « Lingua Posnaniensis > 9, 1963, 29-33, 35°. (° Cap- 
padocian' term, borrowed into Hurrian, and from it into 
Hittite, etc). On Hieroglyphic Hittite forms see Mittelber- 
ger, «Sprache» 9, 1963, 78 with fn. 25. 

. 320, fn. 2. Devoto now suggests (Origini indeuropee, 1962, 
225 f.) that the notion was so abstract that it could not be 
fitted into a normal gender (D), hence the —o-stem. 

. 325, fn. 1. «Le lien qui attache la jeune femme » is assumed 
by Chantraine, « Linguistique Balkanique > 6, 1963, II. 

. 332 bottom. A binary system is also advocated by Trubaéev, 
« Leksikografi¢eskij Sbornik > 6, 1963, 12-15; but cf. Wisse- 
mann, «IF» 67, 1962, 77 (e.g. Schwein: Eber-Sau-Ferkel; 
Schaf: Widder-Zibbe-Lamm; Rind: Stier-Kuh-Kalb; Pferd: 
Hengst-Stute-Fohlen; Huhn: Hahn-Henne-Kücken). 

. 334, fn. 4. In spite of Wackernagel-Debrunner, AzGr. II, 2, II. 
. 335, fn. 2. On the Av. Grist see also Duchesne-Guillemin, 
Ll. Fachtagung für idg. und allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft, 
Innsbruck 1962, 121. 

. 337, fn. 1. On the word for ‘ daughter ’ see the survey by Deroy, 
ZT. Fachtagung für idg. und allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft, 1962, 
159f., who presents a new interpretation, while Devoto, 
Origini indeuropee, 1962, 224, reaffirms the old view. 

. 340, fn. 1. Add Devoto, Origini indeuropee, 1962, 226. 

. 343, 1. 13. The curious IE (!) form *érziz-poti- — which would 
have resulted in Goth. *5rZpfaps! — reappears at « BSL» 
58, 1963, 43. 

. 355, fn. r. In addition to the reference there given, note Wa- 
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ckernagel’s misgivings about uzma— at < KZ» 61, 1934, 208 
= KSchr. 360. 

P. 359, fn. 3. For the present, see my analysis in the Thesaurus 
Linguae Latinae s.v. és. 

P. 370, fn. 6. Vaillant's derivation of compos as a back-formation 
from compotio (Gram. comp. II 1, 1958, 170) is unacceptable 
because compotio is not a compound of the non-existent 
foo ‘rendre maitre’, but based on compos. 

P.'371, fn 6. Ennius’ fodentes does not presuppose a present *fodé 
(Hiersche, « IF » 68, 1963, 153, 155, 156), but shows the pecu- 
liarity under discussion. l 

P. 377, fn. 1. Note however ëËvoue which could be from *ëvoua 
< övopa (cf. p. 244, fn. 3); Lesbian téoutog from to(t)odtoc 
(rather than Schwyzer’s suggestion, GG I 6095), and, possibly, 
Myc. rewotoro = A&Fo*pov, from *AoFoteov (while Homeric 
etc. Adetpov could represent a metathesis after verbal AoF&-), 
see Szemerényi, « BSOAS» 27, 1964, 158 (on Benveniste, 
Hittite et indo-européen, 1962, 15) and also Hiersche, «IF > 
68, 1963, 152 with fn. 24; Lejeune, « BSL» 57/2, 1962, 58. 

P. 382, fn. 3, s. fin. On the structure of this noun (*azetz-[*iitz-), 
see Kuryłowicz, Accentuation? 31. I am glad to be in agree- 
ment on Lithu. viešpats with the late Vaillant, see his lucid 
summing up at Gram. comp. II, 1, 1958, 169 f. 

P. 384, fn. 1. Cp. Vaillant, Gram. comp. II, 1, 1958, 335 f. 

P. 384, fn. 2. See now also Benveniste who (< BSL» 58, 1963, 
45) shows that Auzdafadi- cannot be old, in spite of the —z— 
retained in the first member which Ramat («Sprache» 9, 
1963, 28) still accepts as an indication of the antiquity of 
the formation. 

P. 384, fn. 4. The right solution, based on IE *5ozz-, seems now 
in sight, see Winter, «IF» 67, 1962, 21 f., and especially 
Windekens, « Orbis» 12, 1963, 197. 

P. 384, fn. 8. See also Vaillant, Gram. comp., II 1, 1958, 151 f. 

P. 389, fn. 3. But see now the Hittite verb Zap— discovered by 
Laroche (above, Addendum to p. 147, fn. 2). 

P. 398, fn. 6. Since sx does not develop into szr in Aryan, we must 
reject connection with *sor— ‘woman’ (Trost, «IF» 56, 
1938, 197-8; Sturtevant, « Language » 25, 1949, 345). 

P. 400, fn. 1. See now also Kuryłowicz, ZZ. Fachtagung für idg. 
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und allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft, 1962, 108f., esp. 110. 

P. 400, fn. 5. Otrebski, « Lingua Posnaniensis» 9, 1963, 14, also 
assumes that *o#¿# gave a (weakly) palatalized *okté, wich 
lost its palatalization in the West. 

P. 401, fn. 4. See also Otrebski, « Lingua Posnaniensis > 9, 1963, 
14 f. Against this view: Ambrosini, «Annali della Scuola 
Normale di Pisa» 25, 1956, 79; Georgiev, Jssledovanija po 
sravnitel no—istoričeskomu jazyboznaniju, 1958, 35. 

P. 402, fn. 2. Kuryłowicz suggests (Proceedings of the 8th Interna- 
tional Congress, 1958, 230) that Hitt. we£wi- preserves the 
original e-vocalism of the oblique cases while IE *nxok*ts 
shows the o-vocalism of the nominative. But his further 
suggestion that the noun is from a verb *nek*-¢z ‘il fait 
soir’ (accepted by Watkins, ZE origins of the Celtic verb, 
I, 1962, 106) is unacceptable. Hitt. «e£uwzzi is not a root- 
verb *ze£"—4, but a clear denominative from  ze£ut-, i.e. 
*nekut-tt > nekuzei. This obvious analysis is now also given 
by Laroche, « BSL» 58, 1963, 72. 

P. 404, fn. 1. See now also Malkiel, Etimologia y cambio fonético 
débil, «IBERIDA — Revista de Filologia» (Rio de Janeiro), 
N. 6, 1961 (published 1963), 127—171. 
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The languages are listed in the following order: 


I. Indo-European 8. 
2. Anatolian 9. 
3. Armenian IO. 
4. Celtic II. 
5. Germanic 12. 
6. Greek (and Mycenaean) 13. 
7. lilyro-Thracian-Albanian 14. 


I. INDO-EUROPEAN 


Indian 

Iranian 

Italic: a) Latin, 6) others 
a) Slavic, ó) Baltic 
Tokharian 

Hungarian 

Semitic 


(Since IE forms are by definition reconstructions, asterisks are omitted in 


apsnos 146 

bherago—[bhFgo~ 220 

bherti 1993 

bhewd 1954 

daiwër 2956, 303 

dekimt 40, 121, 2133 

dem- 3744 

demspot— 3743, 375 

dems poti— 318, 340, 342, 
374 f. 

deru|dreus 246 

dÁéy— 3275 

adhughatér 337 f. 

dyeu- 246 

eldk- 9 

eludh- 9 

endk- 6 

enth- 6 

esmi 191 f. 

erO 313! 

étro~ 161: 

gheim- 245 

ghiyem- 245 

ghospet— 340 

gigen(2)mi]gignomes 
1843 Add. 


this section) 


gignemi 184 
gignatoit 184 
gnéyó 1845 
£g"ená 323, 334 
g"Phyos $7: 
g"Pfwotá 7 
g"móh- 2383 
()ndmn|( H)nmmnos] 
(H)umens 109 f., 
243 f. 
&eras|Ryosnos 316 
horu- 316 
kiiro— 316 
k“erw— 30 f. 
k*eR*lo— 31, 401° 
k*eturakmtad 288 
kL’ etwor 288 
k”’etwores 288 
£"Uj— 401 
AU j—2u— 75 
ip 181 f. 
matér 318, 336 
mbhro- 241 f. 
medAyo- 397 
# 181 f. 


+» 


nbhro— 241 f., 249 


ndh— © 

nebhela 241 f. 
nebhos 241 f. 
nepos 402! 

newn 108, 117 
newiboni 109, 114 
newunos 109 
newyo- 397 
nimn[nmens 244 
nómn|umn 2434, 244 
nómn[nomnos 114? 
nokt- 240, 401 f. 
*okitd 400 

okt 399 f. 

0pnes— 147 

wis 218 

patër 318, 336 
pet-[pokt)— 340 f. 
perk—[prek~ 245? 
piplemi 184 
leyó 1843 

fleyos 256 
plitflawi 157 f. 
porkos 332 f. 

pot 395 

pot- 337 f. 
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hott 356 f., 373, 395 

potini 392 f. 

potis 316 f., 337 f., 357, 
364 f., 373 f., 387 f. 

point 337 f., 390 f. 

potyetot 365 f., 378 f. 

puro— 32 

put- 3313 

régni 391 Í. 

regnni 391 f. 

reġ- 204 f. 

sebamos 1304 

seni 328 

sentii 1954 

senu 328 

sepimkont 130 

seplyzmos 130 

séplmo— 1304 

ser— 4 Í. 

sne-|sneu—- 327 


anar~ luv. Ioo6 
bilis Lyd. 2503 
adammara— 321? 
edmi 191? 

emi 114! 

eshar 313! 

esmi 191? 

hap— 3893, Add. 
happar- 147 
Aapparai- 147° 


amb 242 

amp 242? 

ANUN Y142, 2443 
Ariun 313! 

ayr 109, 2983 
cunr 113 
etungn 240 
erk~ 2957 
ertham 55 
ampem 2427 


Index 


Suus 318 f. 

snusos 318 f. 

snusus 318 f. 

SNUSUS 323, 335 f. 

soi 315, 363 f. 

207 313', 335* 

sorbo— 205% 

stayd 1843 

Stistami 184 

sü- 330 f. 

subhez 284 f. 

subhi 284 f. 

siinu- 316 f, 328 f., 
3295, 3313, 335 f. 

sunusüs 330 f. 

sünmusüs 329 f. 

Sas 332 f. 

swebhei 284 f. 

s(wye— 312 f., 334 f. 
363 f. 


2. ANATOLIAN 


(if not specified, Hittite) 


happin— 146 f., 389 
happinah— 146, 389 
happinant— 146 f., 389 
happines— 146, 389 
happiva— 147? 
hiaruhhe Hurrian. 53? 
nebumanza 402: 
nekut— 4021-2 

ne&uzzi 402? Add. 
"epis 241, 2429 


3. ARMENIAN 


anthanam 65 
gahoykh 3234 
hast 857 

hayr 297, 2983 
heriwn 1033 
hoc 85 

hotm 297 

424 108, 112 f. 
znunkh 113 Í. 
kesur 2967 


——— 


swekorus 316 f., 336 

swekruros 293, 300, 308, 
3143 

swekrus 291f. 302f., 
310f., 317 f., 336f. 

swekuros 292 f., 302 f., 
312 f., 317 f., 336f. 


Swekurůs 311 f. 


SWERWT- 308! 

SWESOY— 313-317, 335 f. 
Swo- 315, 362 f. 

swoi 359, 363 f. 

swoi potis 364, 374 Í. 
Swopoti— 374 f., 383, 386? 
inuu-— 155 ` 

HESÓT 335! 

werg— 228: 

wikpoti— 318 

viros 316, 328 f.. 
—yes- 396 f. 


pa Luv. 352 £, 357 ` 
—pa-— Hier. Hit. 353 
farnassea suzvudizzi 3465 
—pat 339, 343-9. 352 f., 
357, 365 l 
— pet 340, 343 f. 
punusmi 78 
*—sara- Anatolian 313%, 
335° 
warkant~ 228 f. 


kho 3234 

khoy 3234 

khun 113, 294 
khunem 1134 

RIN 323 

Zoe? 2955 

Zon 3234 
loganam 2955 
MUN 323 

nu 318 f., 322 f. 
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sin 103 

skesvayr 293 f., 297, 
2983 

skesrhayr 297 


ainm OI 244 

anu OW 244 

chwegr W 291,298, 299! 
chwegrun W 293, 298 f. 
eguin OW 239 

éist MI 182 

ewin NW 239 

ferc OI 220 f. 

Jerg OI 220 f. 


ädara OHG 161: 

ahtau G 399 

amban OHG 239 

bleids G 291 

bripfaps G 337, 340, 
342, 384 

buohha OHG 319 

Buss Grm. 843 

buss Engl. 843 

*damma- 88: 

*ebura~ 332 

*fad NE 338 

fade) ME 338 

Jadu OE 339! 

fede OF ris. 339: 

garn OHG 55: . 

hundafaps G 337, 384 
Add. 

Zonë? OHG 1454 

Klafter Grm. 229 

*mildeis G 291 

mucka OHG 323 

*nabalan— 247 

nabalo OHG 8o, 238 

naegl OE. 239 


28 


skesur 294 fÍ., 296 
skund 295 

Jum 295 

tasn 113 f. 


4. CELTIC 


gainethar OI 1835 

gniu Ol 1843 - 

imbliu OI 238 f. 

*imbultyon— Goid. 238, 
247 

ingen Ol 239 

Lethae Ol 158: 

lia Ol 256 

*Litawyd 158? 


5. GERMANIC 


nafela OE 238 

nafle ON 238 

nagal OHG 239 

*nagla— 2404 

namo G rro 

nagaps G 402: 

nebul OHG 241 

nuohturn OHG 402: 

sarf OHG 205! 

scarf OHG 205: 

schnos Crim G 318 

Schnur Grm. 321, 
325° 

Schwieger Grm. 297 f. 

Schwiegerfrau MHG 
2982 

Schwiegerherr MHG 
2982 à 

Schwiegermutter Grm. 
297 f. . 

Schwiegersohn Grm. 29 

Schwiegertochter Grm. 
298 

Schwiegervater Grm. 
297 f. 


tasunkh 114 
taygr 2956 
ump 242* 
unim 113 f. 


Llydaw NW 158: 
ocht OI 399 
port W 314 
rhiain W 391 
rigain OI 391 
*rigani 391 

Zeit OI 1904 
tiagu OI 190+ | 
wyth W 399 


sibja G 314 
snor|snor ON 318 
snora OHG 318, 321 
snoru OE 318, 321 
snur OHG 318, 321 f. 
Sdhnerin Grm. 328 
Séhnin Grm. 328 
Sohnsfrau Grm. 328 
sunu OHG, OE, 328 
suns weib Grm. 328 
svaera ON 293! 
swager OHG 3025, 3115 
swathra G 293, 3025 
swathro G 293 
sweger OE 292 
*swehran— 293 
swehur OHG 291 f. 
swéor OF 291 
swigar OHG 291i 

f., 322 
Tamfana 3745 
paurp G 2913 
pusundifaps G 337 
vade MLG 339! 
wairpa G 197 
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&Y&XXopxt 155 f. 
AYAAN 1562 
&yaXuacoQopxe 375? 
Batter 1555, 156? 
&yov 1555 
&yauóG 155 
ġyslpw 200* 
&yspéo9a. 200? 
&yépowro 2007 
&ycoSov 187? 
“Aynuovidacg 41 
&yx&an 80 
&yAx(F)óc 155 f. 
&yoc 156? 
&ypduevog 2007 
&yurw 206 f., 235, 237 
¿you 236: 
&yuptc; 86 
a&yxtotedav 93 f. 
&yytotivony 89, 92 
&yxıorivoç 92 f. 
adehione 74 
-&Šmç 38 f. 
Gäng 212? 
&exótouoat 213, 377 f. 
&exatouevog 213? 
&éxcov 703, 213? 
aisure 206 f. 
aiuadéw 81 
Aivérapig 132 
aloddvoyza, 217 
Alcypravda¢g 33 
—attepog 2513 
altl 57: 
Altavdag 32 
d&uuntivda 95 
&xdrovsosg 286 
dupdmoaig 132 
&xpomnóAog 1323 
&AyÉc 153 f. 
&Xytov 152 
&XYtovoG 1524 
&Xyoc 148 f., 257, 262, 
2608, 274 
&AeYswóc 148-154 


6. GREEK (and Mycenaean) 


&AeyiGo 152 
&Acyoc 72, 148 f., 250, 
262, 268, 274 
ddeybve 152 
&Aéyo 148 f. 
&Aelpo 152 
aroun, I54! 
GAeüouoat, 154! 
&Atyevf]; 3965 
@AMtuéóov 3965 
&Avrópqpupoc 3965 
&alpata 74 
&Axuaiog; 2873 
'AXxuva 2873 
"AAxu&ov 2873 
'"Axxuéíov 286 f. 
*Adupeovidar 32 
"Adupnyyn 2873 
" AAxvóvr) 2873 
&Aoco8vy 3923 
&aunrdmedarn 132 
kuardives 152 
duatitdg I2 
&uBatds 12 
GpuéAYo 152 
&uvóc 401? 
kurades 141 
&urvuto 71 f. 
&pqaot, 182 
d&upedeAcvdey (Cret.) 28: 
dupuayvia 2065 
dvayxatdmevog 213? 
dvadéyoun. 173! 
&vaxuloxo 68 
avarloxw 2026 
Guopérzouat, 203 f. 
d&vapepanévy 2053 
&(va)pépato 204: 
avérevatg 13 
dveperpauevyn 204 
Gvepehäueuot 204 
dvepspato 204 
Guedhtéc 152 
dvéyoua, 173! 
ávnAeYtc 147, 154 


AVMO 1413 

&viXsoroc 1483 

&v5jÀucig 13 

&vfjo9e 6, 7? 

Gg 109 

avnpetbavro 203 f. 

d&vnpéavto 204, 2053, 
213 

avapituog 1483 

&vDoc 72, 274! 

&vSocoroc 237 f. 

dvenple 143! 

Guter 217 

&votOTOG 217 

&vovouoc 1483, 1523 

VOIE 233 

deefe 703 

amérsvats 13 

arnreyéws 148 

antOyoe 70 

&niv0oxo 66 

&niwboco 65 f., 69 f., 71: 

ATUVUCCWY 57 

&ntvutéQ 57 

&nívuvoG 56f., 57: 

&ro8t8pacxivàe 95 

&roppác 144 

God 103 

&papoa 2095 

&p&pFdc 2095 

&eapov 2095 

&paputa 2095 

&eytxépauvog 396 

&pytó8ovTsg 395 

&pytvósi; 82 

&pyóc 395 

*&penkoo 213, 259f., 
268 

&perutx 203 f., 210, 213, 
259 f. 

*íoéno 213 

&pnyov 2273 

&prativoav 90, 96 

&ptorivàmv 89 f., 259 

” Apta roBAustoc 98 f., 259 


&puocóuaxvttc 133 
onay 211 f. 
&prxyoc ZII 
&pryot«v» yspoiv 211! 
&pm&yowg 21I! 
Geméen 205, 210 f., 257 
&prat 211, 212* 
Gpmceëic 288*, 289! 
&pre8ócocga 277, 289 
&prv 205', 211, 213: 
crue 203 f., 210, 213, 
235, 257, 262 
"Apyavda¢g 33 
"Agxóvünc 33 
*Aaxavdac 37 
"Acmaouovowç 32 
Acoto- 98 f. 
*Aorodduetog 98 f. 
*Aovatodvdat 35 
ATHPTLTOG 12? 
Grpomtcéc 12? 
a&pacia 182 
&osvetóc 145 f., 259 f. 
&gsvoc 144 f., 1474, 148: 


&epver. 148? 
&pvetóc 145 f., 1485, 
257 


&pvog 146 f., 148? 
&qovost 148 

Čovůver 148 

&ppóc 2413 

Batves 1872 
B&pabpov 215 f. 
Bactalvoa 91, 97 
Bšé9pov 2155, 261 f. 
Beiotuat 163% 
Bévwetovoc 5 
BépeSpov 215f., 261 f. 
Bepsvbx 261 
BépSpov 2155, 261 f. 
Bepvixn 261 

Bu pt8ecot 1825 
Broch 57: 

Brotys 58: 
Btorñotoç 58: 
Blotog 57: 


Index 


BAaduods 152 

BAéap 1045 

pAé8pa 1053 

BAJE 1045 

BoyrAacin 14 

Bowddptov 46 

Botdtov 46 

Bowdtay 46 

Bodtovvidat 35 

BoXot 263 

Bovdtov 42, 46 f., 49 

youBpog 177, 181 

Y«puéo 187 

Y&uoç 1875 

yelvoyat 186: 

ys:wwópsvog 186 

yéuw 186 

yeved 156$ 

yeveth 57" 

yéveto 168 f., 
270 

yewdw 1846 

yevouevog 186 

yévto 168 f., 257, 269 

yévto (seized) 170, 186 f. 

Yepurdg 251 

Yyepurdtepog 251 f., 259 f. 

yepaltatog 251 

yepuitepog 251 f., 257 

ynidiov 48 

ylyvoua, 168, 184, 188 

Y^«y—- 152 

yAtyoua, 1503 

Yóvo 113 

Aaravdas 34 

84pap 321? 

*SEyuon 171: 

déypevos 171, 172? 

dedeypevog 172 

Sedelmvapev 25 f. 

Sedermvavan 25 f. 

dedéyatat 171 

dédoryuev 24 

Setxvo0a 1903 

dciAap 103 f. 

Selrata 104 


259 f., 
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Sexad— 407, 1414, 2133 ` 

dexddapyos 126 

dSexadeds 125 

dSexadtorat 125 

exé% 126 f. 

dexdg 10, 118 f., 125 f. 

Sexetapyos 126 

*Sexatatéc 128: 

*Sexa(tev)tédg 128: 

Sexatioral 125 f. 

Sexatés 128: 

Sexatéw 128: 

*Sexa(ta)tédg 128: 

Zeen 127 

Šéxouat 127, 170 f., 173! 

xro 170 f., 173 f. 

*SerkCoua, 104? 

*8£Axp 104? 

Sedaotpeic 1047 

Serekla 1042 

8éAexp 103 f. 

üeAéxoux 104? 

8gAexoUuóG 104* 

dedckotpa 104? 

dekgaotpov 104? 

Sedéata 104? 

deretata 1045 

8£Aeupa 104? 

*SéAFao 104* 

AEAF ATA 104? 

AsktFoo 859 

dcElvepog 274! 

8SeonóGo 374, 377 f. 

8éoxotva 3894, 394! 

dearot— 3745 

dcordétysg 340, 375f., 
377° 

Oy cat 
2065 

Séyouat 127 f., 173! 

Sho 163! 

Avapévng 144 

dvéAevatc 13 

ÒLEŽÉAEVOLG 13 

SinAvotg 12 

Sixabrata 252: 


170f., 173%, 
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 Guchlëec 10 

Avyitavdag 32 

—810—- 477 

Atavdag 33 

dorrx6g 743 

d6Ea 3764 

Sparetivda 95 f., 965 

Zeie 330 

Apco[r]ovOxc 35 

Sudo 119 

dSvadiprvtog II 

8vuon^eyéocg 154: 

óuoreyfjc 148, 154, 159 

Sadexcds 120, 

Swpodoxéa 127 

Awpavdasg 33 

806 212? 

Bora 212? 

É 315? 

Zap 313! 

Sea 309 

*EBS(o)p 130 

EBSounyevyg 1314 

&Bdop.nyetac 130 f., 134? 

épaOoudxic 135 

EPdoncnovt— 130 

¿Bðou&s 119 f., 122, 
129, 1303, 136, 139 

&BdouyKovta 1303 

EBSou0¢ 130 

éyeweuny 173, 185 f. 

éyelvato 1857 

éyelpw 2007 

*éyeveacyv 180? 

éyéveto 168 f., 180, 188 

éyevounv 183? 

*éyevouav 1853 

ÉYevro 168 f., 177, 188 

éyxMc 143! 

éyuptg 143! 

EypeaSat 2007 

Eypeto 200? 

èyphyopðat 233 

éyenyopvact 233 

èyphyopðe 233 

éYpóuevog 200? 


édéyunv 171 

gout 163: 

Zëouert 163: 

*éPixooi 1116, 1422 

clogs 235 

Rixadsic 124 f. 

Etxadseds 124 f. 

elxadtorat 125 f. 

elxaCw 127 

elxde 120, 122, 128, 
I40 f., 142? 

Stoot 1114 

elAyprovda 22 

clAnAvdpev 22! 

clave 25! 

sivásTveg 107, 116 

civavuyes 107, 116, 402: 

sivac 107, 118 f., 1285, 
I40 f. 

eivatepeg 273 f., 310 

elExot 24 

siogAevats 13 

elonavola 13 

elonAvotov 13 f. 

elonavotc I2 

éxatepdev 275! 

éxatéy 1114-5, 120% 

éxatovet(aj— 232? 

ExaTOVTAPXOG 1264 

éxatovTds 120 

EXKTOVTOPOYULOV 232 

EXATMPVYOV 234 

ésxatOpve 2343 

éxup& 291 f. 

éxupóc 291 f. 

£A- 202 

SA GlLëto 48 

SAërtum 171 f. 

(E)Aéxvo 171 f. 

Aë oeo 174 

&Aeu9— 3, 27:, 112? 

"EXceu$í« 280 

"EAso9(ag 2084 

*éAcu9copat 20 

"Exscó9uw 208 

&có9o 28: 


"BAeocí« 208 

éAebcopot 3, 20, 27! 

ërëm 151, 174? 

Abou, 3 

dw 3 

EXfjoo9« 4 

Anaoudeg 22 

EXfAo9« 3, 22, 112? 

ÉAQAupuev 9, 20f., 213, 
25 f. 

ëAhAure 9, 20 f., 27 f. 

"EAv9t«v 2084 

Butar 25! 

ëuzreëic 2882 

unig 143! 

evens 107 

évaxdotot 107 

évég IIQ 

évxrioTaL 126 

ÉvaToG; 107 f. 

évOexág 120 

évderexns 743 

évéFa 115 f., 259 f. 

Sëve Post, 115, 144 

*iveF xt 115, 118, 1353 

*éyeFavamovta 115, 118, 
144 

*éveFavocg 114 f. 

¿vef ås 129 

Zëve Poroë- 144 

*évcFavoc 115 f., 144 

évefo II7?, 1174 

BvevnnovTa 107 

*avevvanxovTa 114 

évFa- 107 f., 114 f., 116? 
1183, 257 

évFad— 1414 

èvFaxartot 115 

évFdug 115 f. 

evFavanovtx 115 f. 

£vFavác 118, 129 

évFavnnxovta 118 

évF ác 129 

évFatég 115 fÍ., 274 f. 

¿vF evxovtæ IIS, 118 

*éyFyxxovca 1144 


évyvote 7 
èvnàúcta 13 f. 
avyaernpe ro8: 
éwéx 107, II5 
ÉyvekBotoc 116 
éwearnyus 116 
vyvede I20 
évveģyýtňot 116 
éweFa III4, 116 
éwedpyutog 107, 1081, 
232 
évvéwpog 108: 
èvvřju«xp 107, 108: 
Švvúxtoç 107? 
Ëvvoyxoç 107? 
évtt 166 
Évoux 244, 377: Add. 
&Eddapyoo 119 f. 
"REäätoc 1193 
tdg 119 f. 
&Enxovtag 120 
&Enrvoig 12 
bhata 194! 
Zorypev 24° 
"Exautvavdag 32, 37 
émavéAevats 13 
ÉxéAcuoig 13 
énevivovs 6 
éretéAcvuctc 13 
*éryrvdtia 15 f., 20 
émnaug 9 f., 20, 143! 
(éx)yAucia 16 f., 20 
éxnavoty 13 f. 
ènhAvorg 13 


exor); II, 14 f., 
17 f. 

émhdvtog II, 14, 17 f. 

énT9e 9 


érwéuo 94: Add. 
ériwwwoom 62 f. 
émolnov 257 

énta 130 
émrTanic 134 
*iémTUüxovTr- 130 
*érvapog 130 
ér«dg 120, 136 
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érvopéyutot 131, 232 
ép— 4 f. 
épérvouo 203 f. 
Épero 2883 
Zodupic 288 
'"Epwóov 43 
"Epuatovóxg 35 
"Eppotmvoas 32 
EprediCe 289: 
pro 25! 
Zpyatar 2065 
Épyouat 4 f. 
Zoeco 162, 259 f. 
ècositat 162 
Écocrat 162 
Éocou«xt 162 
ovat 162 f., 188, 257, 
269. 274 f. 
*évavrevéoc 1544 
éravÓG 1544 
Ereov 180 
"Exweóxprreg 132 
evdtaltepog 252 
eónyevic 144* 
ednpevéw 144 
EÒNPEVÁG 144 
Eóxrnuovtóng 41 
evxto 176 
Eópóvóo 35 
ebpoc 274! 
eüpumuAéc 288: 
sUyoua: 175, 1764 
¿gper(vóx 95 
gpnfeparo 1713 
(E)piAeto 250 
ëyiðvæ 3923 
sane. 223 
Fascxaveag 37 
Port 2013 
Fopaexoot 201 
CépeSpov 215 
Zeúç2 245 
Twtd.ov 48 
hyepovy 2873 
Hyeeto 2007 
Zou 2007 
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—hyopig 2345 

Hurrovóec 33 

Zo 3f., 100, 274. 
276, 278, 291 

HALBatog I2: 

TAup 1415 

TAv9ov 3f., 259, 268 

HArvota 13 

"Hiere 154 

Hrvawg 12 

#v9ov 4f. 

vix 182 

hrúta II 

hotov 4 f. 

hplotauev 25 f. 

Tpuwvkvot 25 f. 

*Heowv8ac 33 

hovyaivepog 252 

houyla 57: 

Troov 161: 

"oYuévoc 1764 

noyuny 1764 

Saeral 236 

Sautveg Bos 

$9&uvog 87 f., 100, 2677 

Séuovog 89, 259, 267 

$auóc 87 

Sdpovvog 86: 

$éowoc 134 

Bee 275 

Sepeltatog 252? 

Ghepuémeuhet 133 

9£coxrog 2741, 275 ` 

Duer ët 477 

—Lënc 38 f. 

lOtxívepoc 251 f. 

lótog 3625 

"Iepov8ac 33 

immnaAkotog 14 

¿mA Tn 14 

immnratog 14 

touitepog 251 f. 

loomedg 288: 

fora. 68: 

iy900tov 42 f. 

ty9ü8tov 42 f. 
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x&xr 57! 
Kaxotitog 132 
narapob 54 
KeDOuvBav 42 
waarlrrate 133 
HAAALTTOALG 133 
xarwtdiov 48 
xXuBoe 182 
x&uvo 182 
x%mpoç 332 
Kapwó&v 42 
nxaolyvyntosg 177 
xacvapiukoxo 67: 
xatalBatoc 12 
xaTéAeucig I3 
narednrcvduta 9, 28: 
xavev9óvvac 8 
xatevývoðe 6 
X&Tf)ÀuG IO 
xarnàvoin 13 
xathAociG 12, 14 
natnvenxdtas 8 
xéepayde 233 
mewwdg IOI?, 102 
xéAevo 188 f., 259 f. 
*xér70 188 f., 257 
xeuag IO 
X£VEXUyÉsG IOI 
xtveFÓóc 102 f., 259 f. 
xeveóg IOI 
xevEÓppoveg IOI! 
XEVEOV 101 
xevFóç 102 f., 257, 261 
xéwro 188 f. 
xepaFóg 156 
wepëlëto 48 
xepaóç 156 

xépac 156 
KWOTETOV 745 
Kredvdag 36 f., 41 
Kicaviag 33 
Krcavdns 33 
Katapévng 144 
xvépag 401? 
MOO 75? 

Mën Än 79 


xvoóab 79 
xvoóov 78 f., 100 
MV@MEVG 745 

Xv 74 

xóvola 752 
xópuvtoc 30 
xopómTOo 316 
xópug 104, 316 
xopug? 316 
woen 3026 
xpaum&AYy 48: 
xpxyxóc 1563 
xpxtat— 254? 
xparaa 158 
KPATALYUMAOG 254, 257 
xpatarh 1584 
xouraoyuaros 259 f. 
xpatatóc 158 
xpatatredog 254 
xpatattoug 254 
xpatiotiveyy 9o 
xpealdrov 48 
xpnuvóc 1826 
Konrévda. 36 f., 41 
Kprravdat 37 
Kertwvidns 37 
apen oXov» 263 
xuByotvda 96 
nvdtdvetpa 395 f. 
xuópóc 82, 395 
xuloxw 68 

xúxÀoç 3I 
xuvnyévng 131 
xuvativda 96 
xuvó8ov 81 f. 
xuvó8ov 81, 259 
xÓptoç 313 
xodera 208 
xadura 208 
xortdrov 48 
evyaldrov 48 
Aayodiov 48 
AaFayeras 131 
A«pi(o)axioc 97 f., 260 
Adcox 97 f. 
Adcaxtoc 97 f. 


Aa«ccaioc 97 f. 
Myo 149 f., 174 
AéxTo 173 f. 
AgAmxuia 2095 
AEANXOG 2095 
AsobyBac 33 
Asavidac 32 
Acwvidycg 41 
Awovstov 47 
Almos 152 
Adetpov 377: Add. 
Anc 2913 
A)xou Sexe 1265-6 
uatura. 2087 
Matpavdac 33 
ug900xo 67, 683 
ue90o 67 
ueuaxula 2095 
WELNXOS 2095 
weoattepog 251 f. 
weoauBetn 160 
ueonuBpwvdv 1612 
ucoxuéptoy 161? 
usonuBola 160, 257 
weonuBely 160" 
uconuspta 260 
wéarrodt 862 

uev elxuadac 124 
wétyAug IO 
untpag 306 

pia 235 f. 
uvob8tov 47 
uoABic 75 

wovag 119 

Uta 323 

wolvda 95 

uvAAw@ 865 
uvptdg 120 
uupíGo 51 f. 
uúpov 50 f. 
uúppæ 50 f. 
vawovolov 47 
*(ueF)nAu9c 20 
véndug IO f. 
veloet 243 
véouat 164 


VEÓTOALG 133 

VEOTPOGHAUTOG II! 

vérodeg 152 

vgÜpov 325 

vépet 243 

MEET 243? 

*yepelet 243 

VEpeAy 241 

vépog 241 

wën 325 

vyàeyhs 148 

vuiehe 154% 

vyAlroug 141 

volótov 46 f. 

vóoc 754 

vocato 127 

vovstov 47 

vuupevw 326! 

ven 326! 

vup.ploc 326: 

vů% 240, 401 f. 

vudg 311, 318 f., 326: 

vógo«c 62 f., 64? 

voðóv 81 

vo96c 81 

vóvuu(v)jog 1483, 1525 

Hevavdac 33 

Bevavdns 33 

Evplvda or 

Elpo 401? . 

Evweget 243 

Euwepet 243? 

ot > u—, 85 f. 

òyðodç 120, 139 

Óyxoc 2411, 245 

666v 81: 

ol 3157, 363 f. 

GV upée 308* 

olua 216 f., 257, 259 f., 
269, 277 

oiouet 216 f., 2183, 257, 
259 f., 269, 277 

éxtdg 120, 139 

óxcó 117? 

Boegen 399 

óAg- 1845 
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6AFat 261 

SuBpog 2413, 242, 249 

dpéoua 1845 

Sundrvg 10 

éunrvoly 13 

ópocx- 1845 

doe 2433 

dupards 804, 
246", 257 

—0vdag 32, 37 f. 

—ovidag 4I 

Guotue IIO, 244 f., 

*óvopxAÓóc 246, 259 f. 

*óvopavoc 247! 

óvo& 239 f., 247, 402 

órcpwóc 89: 

óp- 4 

dpydet 229! 

dpyalw 229! 

ópyàc 227 f. 

pyw 227 f. 

òpyh 219 f., 257, 264, 
275 

Bes 206, 208, 2094, 
227, 229-238, 257, 
261, 274 

dpyvie 2304 

òpyvt 230? 

dpéyura 233 

dpéyw 226 f., 230 f. 

ópoy& 226, 260 

ópóvutx 2094, 2315, 233 
f., 261 

dpoyuGy 2328 

ópvupt 4 

dpwpa 2312 

cla 57! 

dotpaxivda 91, 95, 97? 

oùpaviwveç 142! 

ópelAc 199 f. 

ópéAA 201 

ÜpeAoc 201 

ópAtox&vo 199 f., 2027 

Sppe 277 

Strattera 251 f. 

TAAGLYEVSG 254 


238 f., 
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THAKLEG 253 
marardtepog 251 f., 253 
f., 259 f. 
Tarattatos 251 f. 
Tarhaltepov 252 
marabrepog 251 f., 2523, 
253%, 256 
TAVNLÉpLOL 107? 
TAVVUXLOG 107? 
TOEVVOYOS 1077, 402! 
map 273, 2774 
THOUNOEXOULAL 173! 
xapevhvo9e 6 
Trapeyou.at 173! 
maton 1569, 1617 
Ilatemvsa¢g 33 
TatTOWS 306 
tercPpatog 214 
TéAcO9pov 214, 2154, 259 
f., 269 
TEAELA 141 
meiÄeLëc I4I 
neunrað— 130 
TELTRONPYOS 131! 
mepTacas 119 f. 
meas IIO f., 140 
mevTag IIO 
TEVTNKOVTEG 120 
TEVTPLYA 234 
TEVTMELYOG 2344 
*memivuuévog 76, 260 
nenvvuévog 56, 71 f, 
723, 78^, 100 
merolbex 223 
TEPLNAVGLG 12 
TEPLXTÍTYG II 
Tepóvy 1033 
meotavtag 98 
TÉcupuc 288 
mynyvito 482 
mon~ 70 
vivat 57:, 66 
muvvpevyny 65 f. 
*mívout 66 
tivuetc 66 
mivicxw 58, 66 f., 69 
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xivucoéusv 563 

mivococ 58 f., 66 f., 69 

Tuvutac 57, 66 

TivuTh 56, 581, 66 

TiwuTÓG; 56, 66, 71 f., 
HEN 

niot 812 

zlopnnt 1637 

Tícupeg 76? 

leo 81? 

IA&vat« 157 f., 236 f. 

Iati 236 

zcAmrerg 157, 236 

maratic 158? 

réas 256 

TAéEG 256 

TACHpOV 214 f., 257, 261, 
269 

TAciy 254f., 257, 269 

mÀciov 254 f., 259 £., 
269, 271 

Apero 796 

TAovtivday 93 

TAoutivony 90 

nvÉO 755 

Ilvov«yópao 75, 77 

TVwÓTtOo 77! 

TxVUTÓG 77 

TowuXvop 134 

movrvóo 72 f. 

TOG 743 

TOAAH 278, 289 

TloArwvdkév 33, 41 f. 

nópðæě 79$ 

ropejouat 68: 

mépvn 285 f. 

Topivav 30 f. 

noct 337 f. 

moth 58: 

moths 58: 

ToTiOÉYusvog 172? 

Tóta 236, 337 f., 3395, 
389, 3923 

xpécßæ 309 

eat dën 33 

TlpoBérwdog 15 


IlpoBaAtotog 15 

pós 357 

TpoonarvTevatg II 

TpoovutEeDO II, 19 f. 

TeooHAvetc 12 

ngoofjuroc 9 f., 14, 17, 
19 f. 

TedW 3923 

zpuuvóc 240 

Towiattata 251 

TPWTAEYAVLOTIC 133 

TPOTÓLAYTIG 1335 

TPOTOCTATNG 133 f. 

muyovatog 133 f. 

Toxendys 82 

Tox (t)vóc 82 f., 100, 260 

mup 1566 

T'ÓpivoG 29 f., 323, 250, 
262, 267 

mbpvov/rbpva 29 

T0pvoc 29f., IOO, 262 

mupdc 30 f. 

OaBdita 56 

é&BS0g 54 f., 100 

$«B8o0yoc 56 

éxp3ogópoc 56 

Éduvos 55 

ando- 56, 259 

daria 54 f. 

panic 54 f. 

Grën 1524 

Bbytov. 1524 

piyog 1524 

potdiov 47 

govdtov 47 f. 

Gdémarov 54 

Gunperhe 145 

punpevin 145 

é@meç 54 

berrhtov 55 

caBBatax 1407, 182 

GAXKXOVSLOV 47 

c&ußaæara 182 

Lanovdac 33 

Zug 76? 

Liwavdav 33, 41 f. 


Uiavdng 33 
Luzwviens 4r f. 
GiGUpX 53! 
ovavpyy 53! 
oxóp8ov 261 f. 
oxópoóov 261 
opopito 51 f. 
ouuptun 259 
overs 52 
opúpvæ 50 f., 3923 
ouvevn 50 f., 100, 268 
f., 3923 
ouvpov 50 f. 
otevFécg IOS, 261 
otevés IOS, 2613 
GTEVUYPÓG 1053 
OTEpEÓG 2504 
oTceppóc 2504 
otopg— 1845 
LtpaBwv 142! 
otpentiven 95 
GUYXÀÜG 104 
ouvenrccecdat 110? 
dGuvdudc ITQ? 
odvdv0 1192 
cóvrAug IC 
suvnAvotn 13 
coviAuotg 12 
-ovvog 86: 
ooet 284 f. 
oogt(v) 275, 284 f. 
oyoAxioc 251 
oyokaltepx 251 
TXÀXÓC 157 
tuv% 182 
goude 155 f. 
TXyxOTOUG 159, 273, 
2747, 277 
Tavern 159! 
Taverat 159 
cavynreyng 148 f., 154 f., 
159 
TAVHAOMOG 159 
tavu- 155 f. 
TAVVHXNG 1553, 159 
opge) 236 
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tapMV Boddy 263 

Tedavi 2095 

TEDNAWG 2095 

tést 166 f., 259 f. 

téhopar 166 f. Me 

Zréëieot 166 f., 257 

Tévvat 165, 188, 269 

véoutog 377: Add. 

TtEGOXpaXOWTÉG I2O ' 

Tévapvog 1404 ^ 

TETEVYOG 22? 

tetpxð— 1414 

tTetpadiotat 125 f. 

vetpaxdtio, 287 f. 

verpaxóctou 287 f. 

TETQÉG | 119, 122 Í., 
140 f., 144 

TETPATOG 1404 

TÉévopgg 288 

TÉévvapot 288 

Xeetupaxath 288 

*cerupanatio, 288 

TETUYF OG 222 

THAE 253? 

Tiuapévne 144 

tirote 218 f., 259f., 
270, 274 f., 339 ` 

tinte 218 f., 257, 269, 
274 i 

vÓóAu« 285 f. 

tóu 2864 

tovdoovCe 261 f. 

tovðpúčo 261 f. 

vépune 2275, 285 f. 

TOpUvm 30 

toto 1275 Add. 

TÓppX 277 

TpuxXXxácG 120, 122 f., 
1247, 140 f., 1422, 144 

pue 119 

vpuóSoug 81: 

tTplLocivag 122 

TPLTOTÉTOPEG 133 

sorm@puyos 863, 2333 

by 127 

—Bdtov 477; 482 


—vidtoy 477, 482: 
vidg 311, 320f., 3314 
vióg 311, 320 Í. 
bréperrte 2044 
Orepypavéw 145 
Srephpavog 145 
*hrepypevew 145 
*orepnpevng 145 
"Ymsptoviónc 32 
brloyoua. 173! 
brodéyevog 1722 
brodéyouas 173: 
Dan 274! 
Or cpuplo . 86 
patvivda 95 
papvylvony 90 
pkovar 1713 
Devdavoag 33 f. 
qépstg 1994 
Qepécptoc 277 
pépete 189 f., 198, 
259 f. 


wépte 163, 189 f., 197%, 


198 f., 219, 257 
pidhrAopa 2504 
piAÉopxt 2504 
pkg 249, 2503 
girog 249 f., 2503 
*pirétepog 249 f. 
qtuAorhAotocG 58: 
plrratog 249 ` 
ptatepog — 249, 257, 

274 
Dirtoyévng 250 
Dto 250 
Diriavdag 33 
olvrarog 5 
Owrtiag 250 
Divtwy 8 
provdtov 47 
QoiBác 142 
qoi? 142 
pdvog 1456 
ppates 144! 
ppatpa 156% 
pparpia 57: 


ppv 16 

Doevvavdac 33, 37 

puyáç (puyad—) Io, 39 

pvylvda 95 

puarov 86 

bépag 401? 

bépog 4017 

dyraplvda 95 

Xarpaovdag 34 

yarubvda 91, 95 

yurAnoBatés 2882 - 

Xapdvdag 35 

Xapavdyns 33 

yavrrddsev 81: 

Xe 120 

yAniva 42, 493 

Zachduëton 49 

zoue 42, 493 

yAavidtoy 42, 49, 260 

yAdvðtov 42, 49, IOO, 
261 f., 276 

Xopay 55! 

Top 55! 

ypucdppamic 54 f. 

xevads 53 f., 100 

*yupvods 54, 260 

yurptv8a 95, 977 

w—o > o (?) 863 

oux. 216? 

OuoyYépov 132 

—óv9ac 32 f., 100, 260f., 
276 

-Ovda 41, 267, 276 

~—avidag 41, 260f., 267 

—OVULOG 2345, 240 

*Õpæ 231? 

operuto 233! 

*@poyuia 231, 233%, 
259 

—Opvyog 234 

pede 2027 

epeAéo 2015 

dperov 200f., 259 F., 
268 

pAov 199 f., 202, 257, 
268 
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MYCENAEAN 
amoi- 377? 
araruja 2095 
damate 321? 
dekasato 175 
dekoto 175 
Dekisiwo 859 
dopota 374°, 377 
dumate 321? 
enewo Y174 
enewobeza 117 
enwopeza 1173 


emén Alb. 244: 
emér (Tosk) 244? 
erdha Alb. y: 
mbledh Alb. 149 


abhra- 241, 249 
adkoan- 6 
adhvarya~ 6 
ajanata 177, 181", 184° 
ajant 178, 181: 
(a)jantsta 178, 181: 
ajanisthas 178, 1853 
*ajanita 181: 
ajHata 177 

ajñi 177 
akravihasta- 3974 
amata 1855 
ambhas— 242, 249 
ambu 242, 249 
andh— (Pali) 6 
andhas— 7? 

anghri- 240° 
afnas—- 146, 1474 
api 357 

apud 309? 

asãia 181: 

asrk 3133 

dsiría- 329 

asza(u) 399 

asiti— 4004 
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epikorustjo 15 
Ereutija 208 
esoto 1645 
Jeoporo 2003 
joporote 2003 
Kortsijo 15 
Korito 15 
kunaketa 131 
mezo 256 
meujo[mewtjo 256 
odekasato 175 
operosa(de) 2003 


7. ILLYRO-THRACIAN-ALBANIAN 


nuse Alb. 318: 
plog(ét) Alb. 149 f. 
puthtohem Alb. 84 f. 
Sabazios Thrac. 3856 


8. INDIAN 


avatt 217 

dvih 217 

bharati 198? 

óharmi 197! 

bharta 197: 

bharti 190, 197 f., 1993 

bhavati 1845 

cappeti (Pali) 31 

carvati 30f., 314 

calasras 313! 

cavvia (Prakrit) 31 

curna— 30 

dampati- 3047, 337, 
373 f., 3745 

dära— 321 

daru 246, 330 

devi 308 

dirgha- 743 

drupadd— 330 

drusad- 330 

dubita 289 

dhatri 3275 

anita 289 

gabhira- 82 

gathá 197: 


operost 2003 
operola 2003 
operote 2003 
*penk™ad— 121, 129 
*penkwas 129 
pere 1994 

gtstpee 4017 
rawaketa 131 
rewatoro 377! Add. 
tetukowoa 22? 
woze 228: 
Zakustjo 15 


vjehér Alb. 291, 3073 
zot Alb. 374$ 


karmi 197: 
id 357 
Indra—patni 337 
jajanat 184$ 
jajanti Y845 
janate 178 
janati 178, 1846 
jani 178 
jant 178 
janisista 178 
jantsiya 178 
janistam 178 
janisthás 178 
janisva 178, 181: 
jar- 181 
jJàra- 177, 181 
jarate 181 
Jàspati- 3745 
Jayate 178, 183, 1841, 
1865, 3745 
&r&ra- 307, 397* 
&urmas 290 
mrtyate 184: 
nabhas~ 241, 249 
nabhas 243 
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Anábhi- 238 

nakha— 240 

pä- 388 

pati— 337, 341 

Patni 337, 339', 389, 3922 

patyate 366, 374, 378 f., 
379' 

prayas 256 

prthivi 157, 236 

pythvt 157 

putra— 3313 

"djan- 2273, 391 f. 

rajÜüi 391 f. 

rechatt 54 

gdh- 5 

rudhira— 82 

rupa— 306 

SaOhE 39, 314 

sanomi 328 

sabdinz 337 

se (Prakrit) 363 

snauti 327 

SHAVAN— 325 

snusa 318 f. 


stirna— 329 

s£ri 398 f. 

sü- 331f., 398 

rëm 328 f., 3295 

sunuh sahasah 224 

susuti— 329 

süti- 329 

*sutri 399 

sva— 313 

svabhu- 362 

sudpati— 361 f. 

svapatí- 3614 

Svaraj— 362 

svayam 363 f. 

syona— 289 

S2tibad- 395 

Sttiprstha— 395 

füra— 313, 316 

fvasriz-— 291, 304 f., 310 

foafura- 291 f., 3037, 
304 f. 

Svasura— 3115 

fuiira- 395 

tanoti 157? 


9. IRANIAN 


tanti— 308 

Lisras 313! 

tisthämi 68: 

£rizya-savanam 133 

tubhyam 284, 363 

4urj- 221 f., 223%, 2245, 
2253 

4rjà 219, 2283 

urjad— 224 

urjas— 2248 

urjasani- 224, 2253 

urjasuant- 224 

ürjayati 224, 229! 

vadAxz- 308, 310 

varpas~ 306 

varta 197 

wart! 197 

viduán 235 

virdpatni 337 

virast— 332 

vrba- 2913 

vrkis 308 

yadi 86> 

*yara- 181 


Abbreviations: Af.: Afghan, Av.: Avestan, Bal.: Balōöčī, G.: Gāthic, 
I.: Iranian, Kh.: Khotanese, MI.: Middle Iranian, MP.: Middle Persian, MPrt.: 
Middle Parthian, NP.: New Persian, P.: Persian, O.: Ossete, (O)D.: Digor, 


(O)I.: Iron, OI.: Old Iranian, OP.: Old Persian, Phl.: 
Šg.: Sughni, S.: Sogdian, BS.: Buddhist Sogdian, CS.: 


Manichaean Sogdian. 


aecaeg O. 3597 
aexsyrf O. 205% 
dgandan NP. 145$ 
afnakh-oant- Av. 147 
dkan- S. 145° 
aojaite Av. 1764 
app(ae) O. 309: 
artaen O. 161: 
aruvastam OP. 3555 
arv Q. 2412 

asta Av. 399 

asti- Av. 3995 

Gë Av. 217 


awra- Av. 241 
'sPyrck BS. 398 
banbisn MP. 3373 
baratu Av. 196 

óarz NP. 228: 

ban Af. 3372 

gaya P. 3275 
@rwhdg kr Prt. 355 
damgnd.pabni Av. 337 
dang pati- Av. 337, 374 
drago Av. 743 

ÒB’ min S. 3373 
fajnast (OM. 318: 


Pehlevi, Prt.: Parthian, 
Christian Sogdian, MS.: 


fréyah— Av. 256 
ffu- I. 3303 
*eospad MP. 384 f. 
*géspanddar MP. 384 
guppursar O. 3857 
yy BS. 359 
hapadni Av. 337 
hérisSt Av. 335 
hauv OP. 358 f. 
hé Av. 363 
hilv)ya Kh. 360: 
hiyaudé Kh. 360: 
hizvó G. 309: 
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ði G. 363 

(h)uvaipasiya— OP. 359 

huyaona— Av. 289 

hod G. 358 f. 

jafra— Av. 82, 2383 

jasmwi.vafra- Av. 82, 
2385 

medaeg O. 3597 

nabah~ Av. 241, 2428 

nabaünazdista- Av. 238 

ndf P. 2383 

nafa- Av. 2383 

2am(b) Phi. 242: 

nambi MS. 242: 

nasar Bal. 318: 

naxun NP. 240 

nem P. 2421 

"mmanó.jati- Av. 337 

nmand.pabni Av. 337 

nostae (O)D. 318: 

nžör Af. 318: 

paiti Av. 353 f. 

-aiti Av. 340 

pambuste (pmpwstth) S. 
3373 

panänč (pmnc) S. 3372 

party OP. 354* 

pati— Av. 337 

patiy OP. 353 f., 3543 

pabya— Av. 366 

poé-[pos-[bos- 1. 843 

Saganbanbisn MP. 3373 


a) Latin 


agnus 401+ 
algére 149, 152 
algus 149 
anas 3823 
anceps 380 
ancipes 380! 
ansa 182 
aper 332 

asser 313! 
audió 217 


Index 


spitidéidva-~ Av. 395 
srygr MP. 398 
stvZ Av. 398 
suna, sundr, sunhadr NP. 
318: 
syi- O. 398 
aiy OP. 363 
Ze Av. 363 
Sunik S. 318: 
diyra- Av. 395 
Zär. aršti— Av. 395 
uaezdon (OM. 385 
uezdom (O)D. 3853 
uzmayáfatiy OP. 354 f. 
varz NP. 228: 
vasni NP. 337 
varazya— Av. 228: 
vispati- Av. 384 
vi0üabatiy OP. 3545 
urnu- OP. 3534 
*qwish(a)tan MI. 385 
waybyh MPrt. 359 
waybyy MPrt. 359 
xecau (O)D. 359 f. 
xicau (O). 359 f. 
xicon O. 360! 
xpal Af. 358 f. 
xrüra- Av. 307 
xubaÜ Sg. 358 f. 
xucau (O)D. 360 
xudà NP. 3605 
xudavand NP. 360" 


IO, ITALIC 


bastum 85 
ciuis 248 
clatratus 48: 
combinare 119: 
compos (sui) 341, 370 f., 
379 
compotire 369 f. 
Consus 311 
conubium 326 
crapula 48: 
credó 184? 
cridus 307 





xusrü NP. 291 
xvapaiüya- Av. 358, 


361 
*xwaipati— Ol. 362 f., 
364, 373 
*ywaifaüya- OI. 359 f., 
364 


*ywaiüya- Ol. 359 

*xwapabya— OI. 360 f. 

xycau (O)I. 360 

xypõ’ wnd S. 360" 

zyó0 CS. 359 

*ytaepaitti— Av. 338 f., 
357 f., 3625 

xaépaibya— Av. 340, 
358 f. 

x"aefu- Av. 3625 

x"di Av. 363 

x"afati- l. 361 f., 373 

x*asura— Av. 291 

xvéBas MP. 359 

x"e$ MP., NP. 359 f. 

xvesavand MP. 360: ` 

*yrUGiya—- 1. 3597 

zanaite Av. 846 

züyad P. 183 

zayate Av. 183 

zayante Av. 184$ 

zizana— Av. 184253 

gizanan Av. 1843 Add. 

zizanantz Av. 1843 Add. 


deus 245 
diligó 149 f. 
dingua 309? 
*doyem|dóimos 1985 
ea 3593 

edo 190 
enim 194? 

eğ 190 

esum 192 
fagus 319 
feró 190, 198 
ferie 197: 


fodentes 3716 Add. 
folium 865 

genó 178 

gign 1847 


hospes 340, 373, 379 f. 


tanitrices 310 
Janus 311 

id 3593 

amber 1454, 241, 249 
impos 379 

ipse 339, 341 f. 
zs 3593 

lupus 2913 
Mars 99 
meaple 341, 372% 
musca 323 
navis 248 
nebula 241 
neglegd 149 f. 
ned 3252 

nepos 379 
nimbus 242: 
nomen 110? 
nota 3295 
nubes 325 

nubo 325 f. 
nuptiae 3262 
"nurus 318 f. 
nutrix 3275 
obnubó 326 


Index 


acto 399 

ops 146 f., 147*, 389 

opulentus 146, 389 

pled 1843 

plus 256 

posstded 341, 3683 

potens 341, 371 f. 

potentia 372 

*poted 371 

potestas 341° 

fotió 341, 365, 367 f., 
371 f. 

potior 365 £., 371 f. 

potis 338, 364 f. 

potui 371 f. 

praeceps 380 

praccipes 380: 

pronuba 3262 

—ple 340, 372° 

rapid 205% 

regina 391%, 392? 

regnum 395' 

religio 149 

Sabini 2843 

Sanctus 311 

sarp(i)ð 205! 

sistd 681, 1842 

Socer 291, 3025 

socrus 291 f., 318 f, 
321 


II. SLAVIC AND BALTIC 


427 


sospes 3793 

siria 3993 

sum 19o f. 

SUS 332 f. 

Suus 313, 3642 

tribus 2913 

umbilicus 239, 246f., 
2483 . 

umbo 246 f. 

unguis 239, 241!, 247 f. 

ungula 239, 248 

utpote 341 

uUxOr 313! 

uerbus 54 

uerió 197 

uoló 190 

uita 57? 


6) Oscan-Umbrian 


abrof U. 331 
agerllud O. 1943 
Anafríss O. 241 
apruf U. 331 
inim O. 194? 
manafum O. 1903 
sum O. 1923, 1943 


e 


c) Marrucinian 


feret 199? 


4) Slavic (unless otherwise stated, all forms are OCS) 


brako 187: 

glavar SC. 316 

gospodare 384 

gospode 373, 383 

Ze 244 

Ja sam sebe xozjajin R. 
364 

(jjavě 217 

jesmb 195 

jeiry 310 

Jezyk 309? 

horus 314 


&rajb 390! 

Ery 300, 307, 3093 
[jo 390 

Lyudije 386: 
maciora Pol. 334 
muxa 323 

nebo 241, 2429 
neplody 310 
netopyre 402? 
nevesta 318 
noga 239 

X0g$*ib 239 


0s2b 399 
osoba 39 
panoji 389 
jenedze 390 
pomenoti 390 
potrbéga 389 
fríjo 390 
samy] R. 351 f. 
Sed» 1304 
serp R. 2051 
SEŽENb 229 
*sbrbb5 205! 
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Index 





snora 318 

JAUubili 325 f. 

soto 195* 

$7555 205! 

Surb 3164 

Jurino 3164 

sve£(5)re 291, 299 f. 
svekrs 293, 299 f., 3025 
svekry 291 f., 299 f. 
3uobodb 39, 383 £., 386 
Syno 328 

synóvba R. 328 
synowa Pol. 328 

vepre 332 

vzjátka R. 127* 
vzjátočnik R. 127: 
xápať, R. 127? 
xapuga R. 127? 
Zupans 390? 


Ai Baltic 


ántis Li. 3823 
apstas Li. 146 
apstus Li. 146 


fem B 110! 
fom A itor 


anyakoca 334 


4) Akkadian 


hurdsu 53 
murru 50 
Sirpu 205! 


ó) Hebrew ` 
hàrzs 53 


asins La. 313! 
asmai OPr. 164? 
asis Li. 3823 
astuoni Li. 399 
debesis Li. 241 
duéifas Li. 283 
emmens OPr. 244f. 
glébys Li. 229 
gyvata Li. 57: 
2nsuzis OPr. 309* 
kalmorius li. 283 
Adndu Li. 79. 
harvojus Li. 283 
kélnis Li. 283 
kévetas Li. 283 
kidutas Li. 283 
liežuvis Li. 309* 
lopsys Li. 283 
naba La. 238 
nabis OPr. 238 
naga Li. 239 
Adgas Li. 239 
nage OPr. 239 
nagutis OPr. 239 


12. TOKHARIAN 


oRdi À 399 
okt B 399 


13. HUNGARIAN 


I4. SEMITIC 
mor 50 i 
Sdmir 52 
c) New Aramaic 
mira (mora) 50 
d) Phoenician 


hrs 53 


nagutis Li. 240, 247 

nefhuotis OLi. 382 

pamsalas Li. 283 

pãskui Li. 283 

pat Li. 339f, 344, 
349 f., 357 

pati Li. 349 f., 390 

patis Li. 337, 349 f. 

patni Li. 339! 

patroti Li. 283 

pats Li. 337, 349 

sirp(z)s La. 205: 

subbs OPr. 284 

sznzs Li. 328 

Sesuras Li. 291 

Sulngs Li. 283 

tréitas Li. 283 

vélnias Li. 283 

viexbatis li. 337 

wiespaini li. 337, 389 

viešpats Li. 340, 373, 
380 f. 

viras Li. 54 

šárna Li. $5 


pats A 3844 
soyä B 3314 


e) Syriac 
muró SO 
f) Ugaritic 


hrs 53 
(smin)mr 50 


PASSAGES OF GREEK AUTHORS DISCUSSED 


Page 
Aeschylus, Septem I25 . he + + + + + + +s DEG Ox s b oe o x 135 
» SEDED BOO user ww ue o Eoo de wo eO e dE EE 130 f. 
Callimachus, Hymn. Del 281. . wc + + + ow + Rom a 134 f. 
Hesiod; Scutum 284. .— wo us onore RACHEL, ORO HE E oe 3 61 5 
Homer 4L.14,2489. u.s Rob DRE Gr eoe DE ew d Ñ 59 f. 
» Om 39 240-* «3... 9-6 E Eh 22 wee pO murs Ma e Bee PE 102 
Pinger, Omp 3,48. ceo op ISO Ue dt NUS eR SER e s. tay s IOI ? 
» ZEE. ABS eu. oar Due egeo eco e Is o. e a GEE 70 4 
Solon, 75». 19 DiehB 3. - . 2. Wo woeowokede + + + k ES HES 136 f. 
GREEK INSCRIPTIONS DISCUSSED 
Inscription of Oeanthea (Buck, Greek Dialects, no. 58) . . . . + . 90 f. 


Inscription of Polis (Buck, Greek Dialects, no. $59) . . . + + + + + 90 f. 





Finito di stampare a Roma nel novembre 1964 
nelle Aziende Tipografiche Eredi Dott. G. Bardi 
per conto dell'Istituto Orientale di Napoli 


